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FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 19, 1954 


Untrep Srates SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pus.iic Roaps, 
Washington, D. C. 


The subcommittee met at 9:35 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 412, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Francis Case (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Martin (chairman of the full committee), Case 
(chairman of the subcommittee), Bush, Upton, Chavez, Holland, 
Stennis, and Kerr. 

Senator Case (presiding). The Senate Public Works Subcommittee 
on Public Roads will come to order, for the purpose of consideration 
of the highway bills. 

We have in the Senate, S. 2859, a bill which I introduced on the 1st 
day of February, to amend and supplement the Federal-Aid Road 
Act, approved July 11, 1916, as amended and supplemented, to au- 
thorize appropriations for continuing the construction of highways, 
and for other purposes. 

(S. 2859 is as follows:) 


[S. 2859, 83d Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend and supplement the Federal-Aid Road Act, approved July 11, 1916 (39 
Stat. 355), as amended and supplemented, to authorize appropriations for continuing 
the construction of highways, and for other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That, for the purpose of carrying out the 

provisions of the Federal-Aid Road Act, approved July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), 

and all Acts amendatory thereof and supplementary thereto, there is hereby 

authorized to be appropriated the sum of $800,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 

June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957. 

The sum herein authorized for each fiscal year shall be available for expendi- 
ture as follows: 

(a) $360,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid highway system of which not 
less than $100,000,000 shall be available for expenditure only for projects on the 
national system of interstate highways designated in accordance with the pro- 
visions of section 7 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944. 

(b) $240,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid secondary highway system. 

(ec) $200,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid highway system in urban areas 
of which not less than $65,000,000 shall be available for expenditure only for 
projects for the construction or improvement of a circumferential highway around 
a city or of a radial intracity route thereto selected in accordance with the pro- 
visions of section 9 of this Act. 

The sums authorized by this section for each fiscal year, respectively, shall be 
apportioned among the several States in the manner now provided by law and 
in accordance with the formulas set forth in section 4 of the Federal-Aid High- 
way Act of 1944, approved December 20, 1944 (58 Stat. 838): Provided, That 
notwithstanding any provisions of section 6 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act or 
of section 13 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act, the Federal share payable on 
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account of any project or projects on the Federal-aid secondary highway system 
shall be paid to the authorized State official directly upon certification by the 
State highway department that such project or projects have been constructed 
or reconstructed with the approval of said State highway department. 

Any sums apportioned to any State under the provision of this section shall be 
available for expenditure in that State for two years after the close of the fiscal 
year for which such sums are authorized, and any amount so apportioned re 
maining unexpended at the end of such period shall lapse: Provided, That such 
funds for any fiscal year shal! be deemed to have been expended if a sum equal to 
to the total of the sums apportioned to the State for such fiscal year is covered 
by formal agreements with the Commissioner of Public Roads for the improve- 
ment of specific projects as provided by this Act 

Sec. 2. For the purpose of expediting the construction, reconstruction, and im- 
provement, inclusive of necessary bridges and tunnels, of the national system of 
interstate highways, designated in accordance with the provisions of section 7 
of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 838), and extended to a total 
of about fifty thousands miles, there is hereby authorized to be apportioned the 
additional sum of $35,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like 
additional sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957. The sum herein au- 
thorized for each fiscal year shall be apportioned among the several States in the 
manner now provided by law for the apportionment of Federal-aid primary 
funds: Provided, That the Federal share payable on account of any project on the 
national system of interstate highways provided for by funds made available 
under the provisions of this section and of section 1 of this Act shall be increased 
to 60 per centum of the total cost thereof, plus a percentag of the remaining 40 
per centum of such cost in any State containing unappropriated and unreserved 
public lands and nontaxable Indian lands, individual and tribal, exceeding 5 
per centum of the total area of all lands therein, equal to the percentage that the 
area of such lands in such State is of its total area. 

Sec. 3. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 23 of the Fed- 
eral Highway Act (42 Stat. 218), as amended and supplemented, there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated (1) for forest highways the sum of $30,000,000 for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year June 30, 
1957; and (2) for forest development roads and trails the sum of $30,000,000 for 
the fiscal year ending June 80, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1957: Provided, That the appropriation herein authorized for forest highways 
shall be apportioned by the Secretary of Commerce for expenditure in the several 
States, Alaska, and Puerto Rico in accordance with the provision of section 3 
of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950. 

Sec. 4. (a) For the construction, reconstruction, and improvement of roads 
and trails, inclusive of necessary bridges, in national parks, monuments, and 
other areas administered by the National Park Service, including areas author- 
ized to be established as national parks and monuments, and national park and 
monument approach roads authorized by the Act of January 31, 1931 (46 Stat. 
1053), as amended, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of 
$15,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 80, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1957. 

(b) For the construction, reconstruction, improvement and maintenance of 
parkways, authorized by Acts of Congress, on lands to which title is vested in the 
United States, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $15,000,- 
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1957. 

(c) For the construction, improvement, and maintenance of Indian reservation 
roads and bridges and roads and bridges to provide access to Indian reservations 
and Indian lands under the provisions of the Act approved May 26, 1928 (45 
Stat. 750), there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $15,000,000 
for the fiscal ending June 350, 1956, and a like for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1957: Provided, That the location, type, and design of all roads and bridges con- 
structed shall be approved by the Commissioner of Public Roads before any ex- 
penditures are made thereon, and all such construction shall be under the general 
supervision of the Commissioner of Public Roads. 

Sec. 5. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 1 of the Act 
entitled “An Act to provide for cooperation with Central American Republics in 
the construction of the Inter-American Highway”, approved December 26, 1941 
(55 Stat. 860), as amended by section 11 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950, 
approved September 7, 1950 (64 Stat. 785), there is hereby authorized to be ap- 
propriated, in addition to the sums heretofore authorized, the sum of $8,000,000 
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for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and a like sum for each fiscal year there- 
after up to and including the fiscal year ending June 30, 1959, to be available until 
expended, to enable the United States to cooperate with the Governments of the 
American Republics situated in Central America—that is, with the Governments 
of the Republics of Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, 
and Panama—in the survey and completion of construction of the Inter-American 
Highway within the borders of the aforesaid Republics, respectively. Not to 
exceed one-third of the appropriation authorized for each fiscal year may be ex- 
pended without requiring the country or countries in which such sums may be 
expended to match any part thereof, if the Secretary of State shall find that the 
cost of constructing said highway in such country or countries will be beyond 
their reasonable capacity to bear. 

Sec. 6. Recognizing the mutual benefits that will accrue to the Republic of 
Nicaragua and to the United States from the completion of the road from San 
Benito to Rama in said Republic of Nicaragua, the construction of which road 
was begun and partially completed pursuant to an agreement between said Re- 
public and the United States, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
$2,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and a like sum for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1956, for completing the construction of such road, to be 
available until expended. No expenditure shall be made hereunder for the 
construction of said road until a request therefor shall have been received by the 
Secretary of State from the Government of the Republic of Nicaragua nor until 
an agreement shall have been entered into by said Republic with the Secretary of 
State which shall provide, in part, that said Republic 

(1) will provide, without participation of funds herein authorized, all 
necessary right-of-way for the construction of said highway, which right- 
of-way shall be of a minimum width where practicable of one hundred meters 
in rural areas and fifty meters in municipalities and shall forever be held 
inviolate as a part of the highway for public use; 

(2) will not impose any highway toll, or permit any such toll to be 
charged, for the use of said highway by vehicles or persons ; 

(3) will not levy or assess, directly or indirectly, any fee, tax, or other 
charge for the use of said road by vehicles or persons from the United 
States that does not apply equally to vehicles or persons of such Republic ; 

(4) will continue to grant reciprocal recognition of vehicle registration 
and drivers’ licenses in accordance with the provision of the Convention for 
the Regulation of Inter-American Automobile Traffic, which was opened for 
signature at the Pan American Union in Washington on December 15, 19438, 
and to which such Republic and the United States are parties or any other 
treaty or international convention establishing similar reciprocal recog- 
nition; and 

(5) will maintain said road after its completion in proper condition ade- 
quately to serve the needs of present and future traffic. 

(b) The funds appropriated pursuant to this authorization shall be avail- 
able for expenditure in accordance with the terms of this Act for the survey and 
construction of the said road from San Benito to Rama, and for a survey but 
not for the construction of a road from Rama to El Bluff in the Republic of 
Nicaragua without being matched by said Republic, and all expenditures made 
under the provisions of this Act for materials, equipment, and supplies, shall, 
whenever practicable, be made for products of the United States or of the Re- 
public of Nicaragua. 

Sec, 7. or the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 10 of the Fed- 
eral-Aid Highway Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 785), there is hereby authorized to he 
appropriated for the survey, construction, reconstruction, and maintenance of 
main roads through unappropriated or unreserved public lands, nontaxable 
Indian lands, or other Federal reservations the sum of $2,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, 
to remain available until expended. 

Sec. 8. The Commissioner of Public Roads is authorized and directed to assist 
in carrying out the action program of the President’s Highway Safety Conference 
and to cooperate with the State highway departments and other agencies in this 
program to advance the cause of safety on the streets and highways: Provided, 
That not to exceed $150,000 shall be expended annually for the purposes of this 
section. 

Sec. 9. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 6 of the De- 
fense Hinghway Act of 1941 (55 Stat. 765), as amended, and section 12 of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 785), as amended, there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated the additional sum of $50,000,000 to remain avail- 
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able until expended: Provided, That whenever any project for the construction 
or improvement of a circumferential highway around a city or of a radian in- 
tracity route thereto submitted by any State, is certified by the Secretary of 
Defense, or such other official as the President may designate, as being important 
for civilian or military defense, such project may be constructed under the 
authorization in this section and in accordance with the conditions contained 
therein: Provided further, That the Federal share payable on account of any 
project for the construction or improvement of a circumferential highway 
around a city or of a radial intracity route thereto selected in accordance with 
the provisions of this section and of section 1 (c) of this Act shall be increased 
to 60 per centum of the total cost thereof, plus a percentage of the remaining 
40 per centum of such cost in any State containing unappropriated and unreserved 
public lands and nontaxable Indian lands, individual and tribal, exceeding 5 
per centum of the total area of all lands therein, equal to the percentage that 
the area of such lands in such State is of its total area. 

Sec. 10. The Commissioner of Public Roads is authorized and directed to make 
a study of the progress and feasibility of toll roads with particular attention to 
the possible effects of such toll roads upon the Federal-aid highway programs, 
and to make a report of his findings including recommendations with respect to 
Federal participation in toll roads, to be submitted to the Congress not later 
than April 1, 1955: Provided, That not to exceed $100,000 from funds available 
for administrative expenses shall be expended for the purposes of this section. 

Sec. 11. At any time that the President may determine upon advice of the 
Council of Economic Advisers that the level of national employment is such as 
to warrant an increase in the volume of highway construction, he is hereby au- 
thorized to advance the effective dates of any authorizations in this Act, except 
the authorizations in section 5, to a date not more than one year earlier than the 
dates which would otherwise become effective. 

Sec. 12. All provisions of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, approved 
December 20, 1944 (58 Stat. 838); the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1948, ap- 
proved June 29, 1948 (62 Stat. 1105); the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950, 
approved September 7, 1950: and the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952, approved 
June 25, 1952, not inconsistent with this Act, shall remain in full force and effect. 

Sec. 13. If any section, subsection, or other provision of this Act or the applica- 
tion thereof to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of this 
Act and the application of such section, subsection, or other provision to other 
persons or circumstances shall not be affected thereby. 

Sec. 14. That all Acts or parts of Acts in any way inconsistent with the pro- 
visions of this Act are hereby repealed, and this Act shall take effect on its 
passage. 

Sec. 15. This Act may be cited as the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954. 

Senator Case. This morning we have the privilege of hearing Mr. 
Alfred E. Johnson, president of the American Association of State 
Highway Ofic ials. 

We will be pleased to hear Mr. Johnson at this time. 


STATEMENT OF ALFRED E. JOHNSON, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY OFFICIALS 


Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, first, 
with the committee’s permission, there is someone in the room I am 
very proud of and I would like permission to introduce her, the only 
woman highway commissioner in the country, a member of my own 
commission of Arkansas. 

Miss Lawson. 

Miss Wittie Lawson. How do you do. 

Senator Case. How do you do. 

Senator Cuavez. It is about time. 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Case. For the record, the Chair would like to note the pres- 
ence also of Mr. du Pont, the Commissioner of the Bureau of Public 


Roads. 
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I should like to say, Mr. du Pont, that this hearing was called at 
this time for the purpose of letting these witnesses who are here 
attending hearings over in the House to appear without making a 
second trip back. 

We will be pleased, of course, to hear the Commissioner at any time 
he wants to appear before the committee; and if there is time this 
morning and he cares to say anything, we will be glad to do that. 

I didn’t know you were going to be present, but you are certainly 
welcome, Mr. du Pont. 

Commissioner F. V. Du Pont. Thank you, Senator Case. 

I have a great deal of respect for Mr. Johnson. I am here merely 
because of my interest in this program. 

Senator Case. Thank you. 

Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. JonNson. Thank you. 

Gentlemen, my name is Alfred E. Johnson. I am chief engineer 
of the Arkansas State Highway Department, and I appear before 
you today as president of the American Association of State Highway 
Officials. 

Our association was founded in 1914, and I am the 41st man who 
has been honored to serve as president of our organization. 

May I take this opportunity to express to you my sincere apprecia- 
tion for your courtesy in convening this committee this morning and 
allowing me the opportunity to appear before you at this time. It is 
a distinct courtesy to me personally, and to our association. 

As you perhaps know, the House Committee on Public Works has 
been conducting hearings this week on new Federal-aid highway legis- 
lation, and I had the privilege of appearing before that committee 
to testify in behalf of our association on last Monday afternoon. 

If it is within the rules of this committee, I would like to ask your 
permission to file in the record of this hearing a copy of the statement 
that I submitted to the House committee in order that you may have 
it available for reference purposes. 

Senator Casr. Without objection, it will appear in the record, 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF ALFRED E. JOHNSON, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF 
State HigHWAy OFFICIALS 


Gentlemen, it is my privilege to appear before you today as president of 
the American Association of State Highway Officials. I am the 41st man who 
has been honored as president of our association since its founding in 1914. 

As the highway officials of our respective States, we are responsible to the 
people of our States for our judgment and conduct of highway affairs, as you 
Members of Congress are responsible to the people of your States for your judg- 
ment and conduct with regard to the much broader general welfare and safety 
of the people of your States and, more important, of America. 

In appearing before you to represent the State highway officials, and in mak- 
ing recommendations to you regarding the highway problem, it is our responsi- 
bility to advise with you to the best of our ability and in a manner that we be- 
lieve, in the light of our experience, to be in the best interest of the people of our 
respective States and of our country. We offer that advice and counsel with the 
full understanding that it is your responsibility as Members of the Congress to 
consider, evaluate, and act in accord with your best judgment, utilizing all of the 
facts available to you. We understand this limitation of our responsibility fully, 
but we assure you that the advice we offer represents the best judgment of 
all of us as officials and in what we conceive to be the best interest of our 
country. 
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It was our privilege to appear before the Subcommittee on Roads of the House, 
and, acting through the officers of our association, submit extensive testimony in 
the most important hearings conducted by this committee last spring. At that 
time we attempted to outline to you the grave problem confronting this country 
in the field of highways and highway transportation rherefore, my remarks 
today will be directed in general to House bill H. R. 7818, the praposed new 
Federal-aid-for-highways legislation which you are now considering. 

Last November, at the time of the 39th anual meeting of our association held 
in Pittsburgh, Pa., the chief administrative officials of our member departments 
meeting in executive session, considered and adopted a national policy statement 
on Federal aid for highways, in accordance with our usual practice. That state- 
ment of policy has been previously furnished to you individually, but I should 
like to place a copy of it in the hands of the clerk for the official record. 

Obviously, in the consideration and adoption of a policy of such proportions, 
the results represent compromise and give-and-take by each of the officials repre- 
senting the respective States. That statement embraces what, in our opinion, 
j sound and considered policy for the welfare of each of our States and, 
collectively, our Nation. For your information our constitutional procedures 
require a two-thirds majority of our 52 member departments on all matters 
pertaining to national legislation. There are 9 specific points in that policy, 
and, as I recall at this time, each of them received not less than 45 affirmative 

ollcall votes of the 49 member departments present—well over the required 
two-thirds majority Each of our member departments is entitled to one vote 
in matters of this kind 

To illustrate the depth of our dilemma with regard to our highway deficiencies, 
our association, in 1950, filed with the Roads Committees of Congress an esti 
mate of deficiencies as of january 1, 1950, on the approved Federal-aid system 


(approximating, at that time, some 600,000 miles) totaling $29,200,000,000 
Again in 1952 we filed a similar statement, effective as of January 1, 1952, 
showing estimated deficiencies then to be slightly in excess of $32 billion. <A 
similar estimate has been made as of November 1, 1953, indicating those defi- 


encies to be as of that date $84,951,312,000. This is on a total Federal-aid 
inileage of 673,137 miles and indicates that 63.8 percent of that mileage is now 
below the safe standards required by the traffic imposed upon the system. 

I should like at this time to file for the record that estimate. You will note 
that this is an increase of approximately $5,700,000,000 between January 1, 1950, 
ind November 1, 1953, and this increase in deficiencies has occurred in spite of 
the fact that during the same period of time the State highway departments have 
expended for capital improvements a total of approximately $7,761,000,000 of 
which something in the neighborhood of $3,600,000,000 has been expended upon 
the Federal-aid system above referred to. 

You are considering here today H. R. 7818, a bill which, in general, follows 
the pattern of previous highway legislation enacted over the vears past. In 
that bill you propose an expenditure of $600 million on the primary, secondary, 
and urban sections of the Federal aid system. Our policy recommendations 
adopted at Pittsburg recommended to you that not less than $650 million be 
authorized as Federal aid for those systems. We believe that the amounts which 
we recommended are fully justified. However, as I have suggested earlier, it is 
your responsibility as Members of the Congress to evaluate that point in the 
light of your overall knowledge of the situation. 

These funds as proposed in the present bill would be expended in the manner 
previously in effect, with the one exception that the funds that would be au- 
thorized for the Federal aid secondary highway system would be handled in a 
manner substantially different from present procedures. That difference is a 
major one in that it would remove from the jurisdiction of the Burea of Public 
Roads the present responsibility for the general approval and supervision of 
programing, contract supervision, and construction supervision, and would 
authorize the Commissioner of the Bureau to make payments to Federal aid 
on such secondary road projects upon receipt and approval of properly certified 
statements by the State highway departments to the effect that the projects 
had been programed, designed, and constructed on the existing approved sec 
ondary road system in accordance with the standards applicable to that type of 
project within the respective States. In other words, the entire responsibility 
for the conduct of a program on the approved secondary system would rest 
wholly with the State highway department. In other respects it would be 
assumed that the program would be conducted as it is at present. This is a 
distinct departure from present practices, and the proposal has made it necessary 
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that our departments reevaluate this situation quite rapidly in an effort to 
counsel with you about it. 

We canvassed the respective departments last week through our general 
office here in Washington and have been receiving telegrams and airmail letters 
since the inquiry was sent out. At this time, we have received replies from 36 
departments. Such a change in procedure would seemingly have little affect in 
the conduct of the program in some States, but it could result in extensive 
changes in procedures in others. To date our canvass shows that from the 
replies received, 22 States feel that such a change is acceptable and workable 
Twelve States, however, have indicated in their replies that they view such a 
change with a great deal of concern and, based on these replies, I believe that 
you should analyze such a change with great care. 

he proposed bill also includes a recommendation which our association has 
made to the Congress over the past 10 years; namely, that in order to provide 
greater flexibility in the use of funds on the pryimary, secondary, and urban 
systems, and to meet very special conditions in some States, that upon the 
official request of a State highway department, and with the approval of the 
Commissioner of Public Roads as being in the public interest, not more than 
25 percent of the funds allocated to any one of the three systems could be trans- 
ferred to another system than that for which it is originally apportioned. Our 
member departments believe that such flexibility is desirable and our policy so 
states. 

I now come to a most important section of the bill; namely, section 2 relating 
to the national system of interstate highways. This system was authorized in 
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 and applies to a restricted mileage and 
not to exceed 40,000 miles of the primary system of highways and urban exten 
sions thereof. The system is to be built to standards substantially higher than 
those prescribed for the primary system. Roughly, the 40,000 miles represent 
slightly more than 1 percent of the total road mileage of the country and carries 
approximately 20 percent of all of the rural vehicular mileage of the country. 

This most important system has provided a difficult problem since its incep- 
tion, and while the mileage was selected by the State highway departments in 
cooperation with the Bureau of Public Roads as of August 1947, the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1952 was the first act to make any special provisions for this 
most expensive part of our highway program. We of this association believe 
that it is imperative that the 40,000 miles originally established as the limitation 
on the interstate system be maintained as the top limit, certainly until such a 
time as we can see some indication of the possibility of the early completion 
of the interstate system. The extremely heavy costs incident to the develop- 
ment of the system make it highly desirable that no additional mileage be made 
a part thereof as long as the present circumstances exist. That law made avail 
able $25 million a year for expenditure on the selected mileage. 

In 1949, in accordance with an act of Congress, the Bureau of Public Roads 
filed with the Congress an extensive report on the interstate system and its rela 
tion to the national defense and the economic welfare of the country. The 
Bureau, collaborating with the State highway departments and based on esti 
mates prepared by the departments, indicated that the cost of correcting the defi 
ciencies in that 40,000-mile system as of that date was approximately $11.2 billion. 
I should point out that the State highway officials have not made a separate and 
detailed reestimate of the interstate system since 1949, but the cost of improving 
the interstate system is included in the primary and urban sections of the state 
ment of needs I filed with the clerk a few minutes ago. 

It is our opinion that in the interstate system development (and the opinion is 
supported by statements of the Defense Department and others) one of the most 
important factors on which such a system must be predicated is its place in the 
national defense scheme. Of course, it is important in the movement of inter- 
state commerce as well. May I emphasize, however, that if we are to accept 
the interstate system on the primary factor of its national defense aspects, two 
things are essential. Number 1 is that from a national defense standpoint, we 
cannot wait 25 years for its development. If we are to need it for that purpose, 
we will need it before that time. We all pray that we may never need it for 
that purpose. Number 2 is the important factor that any program of develop 
ment of the system must be one that will permit each of our 48 States to progress 
at a uniform rate toward completion of the system. It will do no good in the 
scheme of national defense to have such a system completed in California if 
we cannot utilize it simultaneously in Nevada, Arizona, and Utah. Speed, obvi 
ously, is the essence of this problem. 
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We in the association appreciate fully that the question of a formula for the 
apportionment of funds is most difficult and controversial. Our member de- 
partments have studied this matter over and over again in the effort to find an 
equitable solution. May I point out to you that in the estimate of $11.2 billion 
which I have mentioned previously five-billion, eight hundred-million-odd dollars 
of that cost cost is incurred in only 8 States—namely, California, Texas, Illinois, 
Ohio, Michigan, Pennsylvania, New York, and New Jersey. That is the estimate 
for the improvement of something close to 11,000 miles of the 40,000-mile total, 
and represents an estimated cost of approximately $532,000 per mile. The esti- 
mate for the improvement of approximately 27,000 miles in the remaining 40 
States is approximately $5.5 billion at a cost of approximately $207,000 per mile. 
In other words, the cost of improvement in 8 State represents, roughly 51.5 per- 
cent of the total, and the cost if improvement in the remaining 40 States repre- 
sents, roughly, 48.5 percent. 

In the first mentioned 8 States we find approximately 71,500,000 of our people 
as against 79,200,000 in the remaining 40 States, or, roughly, a percentage of 
47.6 against 52.4, or, to use another illustration, in motor-vehicle registration the 
8 States account for 25,700,000 against 27,500,000 in the remaining 40 States, 
or a percentage of 48.4 against 51.6. 

This association first recommended to the Congress in 1950 that in order to 
permit the uniform completion of the interstate system in all of the 48 States, 
irrespective of the amounts of money made available for that purpose, that such 
funds should be apportioned on the basis of population of each State related to 
the total population, with the provision that no State should receive less than 
three-fourths of 1 percent, believing sincerely that such a method of apportion- 
ment was in the best interest of the country asa whole. In making that decision, 
many of our member departments voted to approve it with the full knowledge 
that that formula would not give their respective States as much money as would 
accrue to them by an apportionment on the section 21 formula applicable to the 
primary system. 

A similar recommendation was again made in 1952, and we have again made 
such a recommendation in the policy statement filed with the clerk a few minutes 
ago. I should like to point out that 46 of the member departments present and 
voting at our meeting in Pittsburgh voted in the affirmative on the population 
formula; 2 member departments voted in the negative; and 1 member depart- 
ment was recorded as not voting. 

To refer to percentages again, the population formula would allocate ap- 
proximately 44.7 percent of moneys for the interstate system to the 8 States 
named above, where estimates indicate that 51.5 percent of the cost of improve- 
ment lies, and that formula would apportion 55.3 percent of such moneys to the 
remaining 40 States, where estimates indicate that 48.5 percent of the cost of 
improvement lies. On the other hand, the section 21 formula of one-third popu- 
lation, one-third post-road mileage, and one-third area would apportion to the 8 
States 32.4 percent of such moneys as against 67.6 percent to the remaining 40 
States. We believe that these figures illustrate the equity of the population 
formula for the apportionment of such funds and is a reasonably accurate method 
of estimating the needs of the respective States. 

The bill before you contains a modification of our recommendation to the effect 
that half of the money so made available would be apportioned on the population 
formula, and the remaining half on section 21, which is a step in what we believe 
to be the right direction. 

The legislation as proposed in H. R. 7818 provides that the matching ratio for 
funds on the interstate system should be in accordance with existing practices or 
on a 50-50 basis with the public-land States sliding scale in effect. In the policy 
statement adopted in Pittsburgh, this association recommends, and strongly be- 
lieves, that a more favorable matching ratio is essential if many of the States 
are to be enabled to apply the necessary funds for this most expensive construc- 
tion on this extremely limited mileage. We believe that circumstances are such 
as to make necessary the “buying of a priority” for funds for this system. We 
believe further that the national defense aspects of the system fully justify a 
more favorable matching ratio on the part of the Federal Government than that 
provided in existing legislation. We have recommended to you that that match- 
ing ratio be on the basis of 75 percent Federal and 25 percent State, with the 
public land sliding scale still to be applicable. Most of us do not believe that such 
a change in the matching procedure would in any way modify our existing rela- 
tionships with the Bureau of Public Roads in the administration of such a 
program. 
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There is another most important new section in the bill under consideration 
relating to the interstate system. That section proposes that the funds for the 
interstate system would be available only in the event that the Federal Govern- 
ment continues to collect a 2-cent gasoline tax as of December 31, 1954, and again 
as of December 31, 1955. In our policy statement of Pittsburgh, we said that 
“It is the considered opinion of this association that the Federal financial 
responsibility in the field of highways should not be evaluated on the source, or 
method, of deriving revenues which the Congress sees fit to apply in the discharge 
of its responsibility in the highway field, and that the Congress should legislate 
on highway matters in the light of its own good judgment and the economic 
and defense needs of the country.” 

The existing Federal gasoline tax of 2 cents per gallon will automatically 
revert to 114 cents per gallon as of April 1, 1954, unless new legislation is passed 
to retain it. This association has always taken the position that the Federal 
participation in the highway program should be predicated upon the highway 
needs of the country rather than upon any specific tax. We strongly urge that 
you consider this factor carefully in your deliberations and determine whether 
or not the proposed revision is a calculated risk that could lose the interstate 
section of the measure completely. We believe it to be a most important 
decision which you will make in this regard. 

To sum up the interstate question, if it be needed in the national defense, 
and we believe that it is, it may be needed much more rapidly than any of us 
would like to contemplate, and it should be financed in a manner to provide it 
quickly and uniformly in each of our States. That should be the criteria deter- 
mining your ultimate decision. 

The remainder of the bill is essentially similar to existing legislation, although 
the amounts proposed for such items as forest highways, forest development 
roads and trails, park roads and parkways, and Indian lands are not quite 
as much as we had recommended, With particular reference to forest highways, 
may I stress the point that these forest highways are, in general, integral parts 
of the Federal-aid primary and secondary highway systems and that, in the 
past, while substantial amounts have been authorized for forest highways, subse- 
quent appropriations for their construction have been far below the authorized 
amounts. We believe that you should give consideration to devising some 
procedure whereby the forest highway sections of our primary and secondary 
road systems may be financed and constructed in somewhat the same general 
pattern as is applied to the remainder of the primary and secondary systems. 

This association does not feel qualified to comment upon those sections of 
the proposed bill relating to the Inter-American Highway and the Rama Road in 
Nicaragua. 

The present bill contains a section that would modify the research section 
identified as “section 8 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944” to include eco- 
nomic studies of toll roads along with other research projects made possible by 
the 1144 percent research provision. This amendment would have one thing 
to commend it; namely, that it would vest in the duly authorized highway 
department of the State the responsibility for such studies. While this associa- 
tion has no policy with regard to the toll road question, I personally believe that 
such matters should be under the general jurisdiction of the State highway 
department. 

Section 10 of the bill under question authorizes a study of the relationship 
between highway departments and the public utilities regarding the reconstruc- 
tion and relocation of such utility facilities brought about by highway construc- 
tion. We of the Highway Officials believe sincerely that no modification of 
existing procedures and statutory provisions should be considered, certainly 
until an adequate analysis and appraisal of that problem is made and sub- 
mitted for your consideration. 

I should like to take this opportunity to express to this committee our feeling 
that the relationship existing between the Federal Government and the States 
over the past 30 years in the field of highway development has been, in our 
opinion, the most efficient and the most productive cooperative relationship ever 
to exist in the area of domestic development. We believe that the highway de- 
velopment made possible under the programs in the years past is to a large degree 
responsible for the economic development and high standard of living of the 
people of these United States. 

While we have never endorsed the philosophy that highway programs are 
public works in the sense that they can be turned on and off to meet economic 
fluctuations, they undoubtedly serve in an important position if such conditions 
must be met. The highway program is of such a nature that it can be expanded 








10 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


rapidly to provide most important public works construction to meet unemploy- 
ment if conditions seem to justify such a move. While our highway program, 
and the urgent need for expansion of that program, can be thoroughly justified 
on the basis of traffic needs, it is well to keep in mind that it is the type of program 
that can efficiently serve a dual purpose should this country be called upon to 
face an unemployment situation. It is indisputable that the need for highway 
expansion exists and that the future economic health of this country is very 
dependent upon the efficiency of our motor transportation system. 

Now, one further point with regard to the Bureau of Public Roads. This 
association, meeting in Pittsburgh last November, by resolution, commended the 
Secretary of Commerce upon his selection of Mr. F. V. du Pont as the new Com- 
missioner of Public Roads. Our various officials in the respective States have 
had opportunity to work with him and to talk with him, and we believe his 
selection was a wise one and that he has the confidence of the highway 
departments. 

In closing, may I express the sincere thanks of the member departments of our 
association for the courteous reception you have always given us and the Ccon- 
sideration which you give to our recommendations. We commend this committee 
for the extensive study which it conducted last year and we believe that no 
committee has ever obtained a more comprehensive and factual analysis of the 
highway problem than was developed by your action. May I assure you that our 
sincere purpose is to cooperate with you as Members of the Congress, and all 
others, toward the end that we may develop an adequate highway system 
geared to the needs and economic welfare of America. Thank yon. 

Mr. Jounson. It is my understanding that you have before your 
committee at this time S. 2859, by Senator Case, and possib ly other 
legislation relating to highways. 

The hearings before the House had to do with H. R. 7818, and 
several other measures dealing with highway matters. 

As officials of our respective states, we are responsible to the people 
of our States, for our judgment and conduct of highway affairs, as 
you Members of the Congress are responsible to the people of your 
States for your judgment and conduct with regard to the much 
broader general welfare and safety of the people of your States and 
of America 

In appearing before you to represent the State Highway Officials, 
and in making recommendations to you regarding the highw: ay prob- 
lem, it is our duty and responsibility to advise with you to the best 
of our ability and in a manner that we believe, in the light of our ex 
perience as high way officials, to be in the best interest of the people of 
our respective States and of our Nation. 

We offer such advice and counsel with the full understanding that 
it is your responsibility as Members of the Congress to evaluate our 
recommendations and, acting in accordance with your best judgment 
and utilizing all the facts available to you, take such action as you 
deem to be appropr late. 

We fully appreciate this limit of our responsibility and we offer our 
advice in the hght of these limitations. 

Extensive hearings were conducted by the House Subcommittee on 
Roads last vear and, acting through our officers, testimony was sub 
mitted in which we attempted to outline the grave problem confront- 
ing this country in the field of highways and highway transportation. 

My rem: irks be fore you today will be directed, Wn general, to 5. 
2859, and specifically to our national highway problem. 

Last November, at the time of our 39th annual meeting, held 
Pittsburgh, Pa., the chief administrative officials of our member 
departments, meeting in executive session, considered and adopted a 
national policy statement on Federal aid for highways, in accordance 
with our usual practice. 
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That statement of policy has been previously furnished to you 
individually, but I should like to place a copy of it in the hands of the 
clerk for the official record. 

Senator Case. That will be received. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


FEDERAL AID POLICY STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY 
OFFICIALS 


It is recommended that the policy position of the American Association of 
State Highway Officials with regard to Federal aid for highways for new 
legislation to be considered by the Congress of the United States at the session 
convening in January of 1954 be as follows: 

(1) It is the considered opinion of this association that readily available 
facts, adequately documented, prove without question that the Federal Govern 
ment, as representing all of the citizens, has a real and substantial financial 
obligation in the construction and reconstruction of the important Federal-aid 
highway systems. Many such important facts are available, but one illustration 
suffices ; namely, the incontestable part that highway transportation plays today 
in our program of national defense and civil defense, not only as a conveyor belt 
in our defense productiou program, but in the transportation and distribution 
facilities which it provides for our agricultural and commercial production so 
essential in the support of the defense program. 

(2) Since 1933, this association has by resolution, by national policy statement, 
and by public utterances of its officials, in accordance with their hest judgment 
at the moment, urged the Congress to retire from the field of gasoline tax and 
relinquish that source of revenue to the States. The Congress, in its judgment 
and in its awareness of the overall financial problems of the Federal Govern 
ment has not done so. This association recognizes, without question, that under 
our constitutional procedures it is the prerogative of the Congress to levy taxes 
and control their disbursement as an exercise of congressional responsibilities 

It is the considered opinion of this association that the Federal financial 
responsibility in the field of highways should not be evaluated on the source, or 
method of deriving revenues which it sees fit to apply in the discharge of its 
responsibility in the highway fbeld, and that the Congress should legislate on 
highway matters in the light of its own good judgment and the economic and 
defense needs of the country. 

(3) It is a natural and proper corollary that when Federal funds are made 
available to the States in a mutual and cooperative program that reasonable 
Federal supervision, regulation, and coordinating responsibilities are accom- 
panyving factors. 

Since 1916, this coordinating and supervisory relationship has been discharged 
in the field of Federal aid for highways through the Bureau of Public Roads or 
an agency acting in that capacity under another name. It would be a prejudiced 
opinion to state that in the course of the succeeding years there have not been 
differences of opinion—and sometimes sharp differences—between the Federal 
and State agencies as to administrative policy and procedures in the administra 
tion of Federal aid for highways. However, all such differences can be harmo- 
nized amicably by adequate discussion by competent and intelligent representa 
tives of the respective agencies of Government in the interest of national 
highway transportation. The existing highway system is adequate evidence 
that meritorious cooperation of Federal and State agencies in highway matters is 
perhaps the most efficient and productive cooperative arrangement eyer to exist 
between the Federal and State governments. 

(4) It is recommended that the very minimum Federal aid for highways be 
provided as follows: Four authorizations for regular Federal-aid funds on an 
annual basis for the 





Interstate system : _ $250, 000, 000 
Primary system y 2 292 500, OOO 
Secondary system — seem s 195, 000, 000 
Urban system : tad s : 162, 500, 000 

Total . ee” ; a oe ed 900, 000, 000 


(5) That not more than 25 percent of the amount apportioned to each State 
for the primary, secondary, and urban systems may be switched from one system 
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to the other, provided the State highway department makes such request and it is 
approved by the Commissioner of Public Roads as being in the public interest. 

(6) It is further recommended that proportionate increases be provided for 
forest highways, forest development roads and trails, for the construction, recon- 
struction, improvement, and maintenance of roads and trails, including necessary 
bridges in national parks, monuments, and other areas administered by the Na- 
tional Park Service, for the construction and maintenance of parkways to give 
access to national parks and national monuments, or to become connecting sections 
of a national parkway system, and for the construction, improvement, and main- 
tenance of Indian reservation roads and bridges, and roads and bridges to pro- 
vide access to Indian reservations and Indian lands in the manner previously set 
forth in Federal-aid legislation relating to these types of road construction. 

(7) It is further recommended that the Federal-aid primary, secondary, and 
urban allocations be distributed among the States in accordance with the existing 
formulas and matching basis as provided in the Federal-Aid Authority Acts of 
1944, 1948, 1950, and 1952. 

(8) It is further recommended that the interstate funds be apportioned on the 
basis of population of the States and that no State receive less han three-fourths 
of 1 percent of the moneys so apportioned, and that the matching ratio be on a 
75 Federal 25 State basis. Further, that the sliding-scale formula applicable to 
States having Federal landholdings in excess of 5 percent, as is now in effect with 
regular Federal aid, be also applicable with regard to the matching ratio on funds 
for the interstate system. 

(9) That these recommendations should be applicable for the fiscal years 
ending June 30, 1956, and June 30, 1957. 

Mr. Jounson. Obviously, in the consideration and adoption of a 
policy of such proportions, the results represent compromise and give 
and take | Vv eac h of the officials re prese nting the respective States. 

That statement embraces what, in eur opinion, is a sound and con- 
sidered policy for the welfare of each of our States and, collectively, 
our Nation. 

For your information, our constitutional procedures require a two- 
thirds majority of our 52 member departments on all matters pertain- 
ing to national legislation. 

There are 9 specific points in that policy and, as I recall at this 
time, each of them received not less than 45 affirmative rolleall votes 
of the 49 member departments present, well over the required two- 
thirds majority. 

Each of our member departments is entitled to one vote in matters 
of this kind. 

To illustrate the depth of our dilemma with regard to our highway 
deficiencies, our association in 1950 filed with the Roads Committees 
of Congress an estimate of deficiencies as of January 1, 1950, on the 
approved Federal-aid system—approximating at that time some 600,- 
000 miles—totaling $29.2 billion. 

Again in 1952 we filed a similar statement, effective as of January 
i 19% 2, showing estimated deficiencies then to be slightly in excess 
of $32 billion. 

A ibeiths ar estimate has been made as of November 1, 1953, indicating 
those deficiencies to be as of that date $34,951,312,000. This is on a 
total Federal-aid mileage of 673,127 miles, and indicates that 63.8 
percent of that mileage is now below the safe standards required by 
the traffic imposed upon the system. 

It is perfectly obvious that it is humanly impossible to rectify the 
deficiencies outlined above in any brief period of time. 

If we could embark upon a planned program of capital improve- 
ments of a 15-year period for our approved Federal-aid system, we 
should spend on capital outlay each year during the 15 years approxi- 
mately $3.5 billion in order to correct the deficiencies now approximat- 
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ing $35 billion and the additional deficiencies expected to accrue 
during that 15-year interim. 

Senator Case. Mr. Johnson, would that $35 billion, or this total 
deficit, deficiency, represent overall Federal, State, and local expendi- 
tures on roads or are you talking just about Federal expenditures ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. This deficiency, Mr. Chairman, the $35 billion, ap- 
proximately, is without regard to the source of funds. It is the 
amount of money it would take to cure the deficiencies to the present 
traffic demands on the Federal-aid system. 

Senator Case. So that the $35 billion expenditure necessary to do 
it over the period you suggest would embrace both Federal and local 
expenditures ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. That is correct, sir. 

We are currently spending on the Federal-aid system something 
in the neighborhood of $1.5 billion annually. 

I should like at this time to file for the record our most recent esti- 
mate. 

Senator Casr. That will be received in the record. 

(The data referred to is as follows :) 
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Mr. Jounson. You will note that this is an increase of approxi- 
mately $5,700,000,000 between January 1, 1950, and November 1, 1953, 
and this increase in deficiencies has occurred in spite of the fact that 
during the same period of time the State highway departments have 
expended for capital improvements, a total of approximately 
$7,761,000,000, of which something in the neighborhood of 33.6 bil- 
lion has been expended upon the Federal-aid system above-referred to. 

In the bill which Senator Case has introduced, he proposes for the 
primary, secondary, and urban sections of the Federal-aid highway 
system a total expenditure of $800 million, divided as follows: 

Three hundred and sixty million dollars on the Federal-aid pri- 
mary system, not less than $100 million of which would be spent on the 
national system of interstate highways; 

Two hundred and forty million dollars for the Federal-aid second- 
ary highway system; and 

Two hundred million dollars for the urban program, not less than 
$65 million of which would be expended for the construction or im- 
provement of circumferential highways around cities or radial intra- 
cit y routes se ‘lected in accordance with prov isions applicable to access 
roads as set forth in the Defense Highway Act of 1941 (55 Stat. 765) 
and as amended in the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 
(85). 

Senator Cuavez. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Casr. Senator Chavez. 

Senator Caavez. Mr. Johnson, of the $200 million of urban pro- 
gram, do you feel that that is sufficient to go ahead and actually do 
some wor k i in urban efforts ¢ 

Mr. JouNnson. Senator ; ‘havez, this bill, prepared by Senator 
Case, and as introduced by him, has a oe amount of moneys 
set up for the urban than was recommended by the policy statement of 
our association. 

It is in direct proportion to the percentages that we have had to 
those different categories 1n past legisl ation. 

Senator Cuavez. It has appe: ared to me, for some reason or another, 
the urban program is the one that has been retarded, even more so than 
the Federal-aid or the interstate systems, possibly because of the 
problems that arise in urban construction that do not arise in the other 
type of program. 

Mr. Jonnson. I think you are right, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. I do not know whether it is a question of money, 
whether it is a question of difficulties, or a question of some other 
nature. 

Mr. Jounson. The urban work, of course, is expensive, and it is 
where our most critical congestion occurs, but I believe further in 
this presentation I will explain some of that. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank you. Pardon the interruption. 

Mr. Jounson. The totals set forth in these proposed allocations are 
somewhat in excess of, but proportionate with, those recommended 
in our policy statement previously filed with the clerk, and they 
would be apportioned to the States in accordance with the formulas 
now in existence—namely, primary funds would be apportioned on 
section 21, one-third population, one-third post-road mileage, and one- 
third area; secondary funds would be apportioned on one-third area, 
one-third rural post-road mileage, and one-third rural population; 
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but the urban funds would be apportioned among the States in ac- 
cordance with the present law on the basis of popul: ation. 

Senator Cuavez. In other words, you would leave the formula as 
is, as far as primary and secondary roads is concerned; is that right? 

What do you mean by the last part of that statement / 

Mr. Jounson. This is the way it is set up in Senator Case’s bill. 

Senator Cuavez. I see. 

Senator Casr. That is at the present law. 

Mr. Jounson. That is the present law, too. That is according to 
the 1952 act. 

Senator Cuavez. What is your opinion as president of the State 
Highway Officials? Has your association taken any decision with 
reference to trying to change that particular formula as mentioned 
here in the Case bill! 

Mr. Jouwnson. Senator Chavez, for the categories, primary, second, 
and urban, we have recommended a continuance of the same appor- 
tioning formulas. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank you. 

Senator Hotianp. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question. 

Senator Case. Senator Holland. 

Senator Hotitanp. You have, of course, preserved the traditional 
percentages of 45, 30, and 25. 

Mr. Jounson. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. But you are overlooking the fact in the 1952 bill 
there was a fourth classification put in there, which was separate, the 
interstate highway system, and, although, of course, it was applicable 
to only various segments on the primary system and the urban system, 
you don’t make any allowance for that in this allocation, nor in this 
distribution. 

Mr. Jounson. We will come to that later, sir. 

Senator Case. There is a provision in the bill for it. The present 
law provides $25 million per year for the interstate system, as an in- 
dependent fund. This bill proposes $35 million. 

Senator Hotianp. In addition to the 100? 

Senator Case. In addition to the provision of the $100 million for 
the primary on the special basis. 

Senator Hottanp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jounson. That is correct. 

Senator Case’s proposal, however, also provides, as mentioned pre- 
viously, that not less than $100 million of the primary funds would 
be used on the interstate system, but apportioned on the regular for- 
mula, and that not less than $65 million of the urban funds would be 
used on circumferential routes or radial intracity routes and be appor- 
tioned on population. 

However, both of these latter funds would be available to the States 
on a matching ratio of 60-40, with the public-land States sliding scale 
still in effect, and the $65 million portion of the urban funds could be 
presumed to be used partially on the interstate system, although not 
necessarily so. 

Senator Case’s proposal would make $35 million available under 
section 2 for the interstate system, and this again would be matched 
on a 60-40 basis and would be apportioned on the one-third, one-third, 
one-third formula, whereas the policy statement of our association 
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recommended $250 million for the interstate system to be distributed 
on a population formula. 

I should like to submit for your consideration at this time a specific 
discussion of the interstate system. 

This system was authorized in the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1944 and applies to a restricted mileage and not to exceed 40,000 miles 
of the primary system of highways and urban extensions thereof. 

The system is to be built to standards substantially higher than 
those prescribed for the primary system. 

Roughly, the 40,000 miles represent slightly more than 1 percent of 
the total road mileage of the country and carries approximately 20 
percent of all of the rural vehicular mileage of the country. 

We note that Senator Case’s bill would provide for the extension 
of the interstate system from the current legal limitation of 40,000 
miles to a total of about 50,000 miles. 

This most important system has provided a difficult problem since 
its inception, and while the mileage was selected by the State highway 
departments in cooperation with the Bureau of Public Roads, as of 
August 1947, the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952 was the first act 
to make any special provisions for this most expensive part of our 
highway program. 

We of this association believe that it is imperative that the 40,000 
miles originally established as the limitation on the interstate system 
be maintained as the top limit, certainly until such a time as we can 
see some indication of the possibility of the early completion of the 
interstate system. 

The extremely heavy costs incident to the development of the sys- 
tem make it highly desirable that no additional mileage be made a 
part thereof, as long as the present circumstances exist. 

Present law makes available $25 million a year for expenditure on 
the selected mileage. 

Senator Case. May I interrupt just a moment? 

The suggestion of increasing the limit from 40,000 to 50,000 was 
due to the suggestion that had been made to me that there were some 
places where there were gaps in the system or some links that ought 
to be made that would give them some leeway in designation. 

I just put that in here. I hope the testimony will develop as to 
whether or not that is true. 

I think your point of completing what we have started is important; 
but there may be some gaps and that was the purpose of the increase. 
However, it raises the issue, and I hope the testimony will answer the 
question one way or another. 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you, sir. 

In 1949, in accordance with an act of Congress, the Bureau of Pub- 
lic Roads filed with the Congress an extensive report on the interstate 
system and its relation to the national defense and the economic wel- 
fare of the country. The Bureau, collaborating with the State high- 
way departments, and based on estimates prepared by the depart- 
ments, indicated that the cost of correcting the deficiencies in that 
40,000-mile system as of that date was approximately $11.2 billion. 

I should point out that the State Highway Officials have not made 
a separate and detailed reestimate of the interstate system since 1949, 
but the cost of improving the interstate system is included in the pri- 
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mary and urban sections of the statement of needs that I filed with 
the clerk a few minutes ago. 

It is our opinion that in the interstate system development—and 
the opinion is supported by statements of the Defense Department 
and others—one of the most important factors on which such a sys- 
tem must be predicated is its place in the national defense scheme. 
Of course, it is important in the movement of interstate commerce as 


well. 

May I emphasize, however, that if we are to accept the interstate 
system on the primary factor of its national defense aspects two 
things are essential: 

No. 1 is that from a national-defense standpoint we cannot wait 25 
years for its development. If we are to need it for that purpose, we 
will need it before that time. 

We all pray that we may never need it for that purpose. 

No. 2 is the important factor that any program of development of 
the system must be one that will permit each of the 48 States to pro- 
gress at a uniform rate toward completion of the system. 

It will do no good in the scheme of national defense to have such a 
system completed in California if we cannot utilize it simultaneously 

Nevada, Arizona, and Utah. 

Speed, obviously, is the essence of this problem. 

We in the association appreciate fully that the question of a formula 
for the apportionment of funds is most difficult and controversial. 

Our member departments have studied this matter over and over 
iwain in the effort to find an equitable solution. 

— [ point out to you that in the estimate of $11.2 billion which 
I | oe mentioned previously five-billion-eis ght hundred-million-odd 
dollars of that cost 1s incurred in on ly eight States—namely, Califor- 
nia, Texas, Illinois, Michigan, Pennsylv: ania, New York, and 
New Jersey. 

That is the estimate for the improvement of something close to 
11,000 miles of the 40,000-mile total, and represents an estimated cost 
of approximately $552.000 per mile. 

The estimate for the improvement of ap proximately 27,000 miles 
in the remaining 40 States is approximately $5.5 billion at a cost of 
approximately $207,000 per mile 

In other words, the cost of improvement in 8 States represents 
roughly 51.5 percent of the total, and the cost of improvement in the 
remaining 40 States represents roughly 48.5 percent. 

In the first mentioned 8 States, we find approximately 71,500,000 
of our ere as against 79,200,000 in the remaining 40 States, or 
roughly a percentage of 47.6 against 52.4, or, to use another illustra- 
tion, in motor-vehicle registration the 8 States account for 25.700.000 
iwainst 27,500,000 in the remaining 40 States, or a percentage of 48.4 
against 51.6. 

This association first recommended to the Congress in 1950, that in 
order to permit the uniform completion of the interstate system in all 
of the 48 States, irrespective of the amounts of money made available 
for that purpose, that such funds should be apportioned on the basis of 
population of each State related to the total population, with the 
provision that no State should receive less than three-fourths of 1 
percent, believing sincerely that such a method of apportionment was 
in the best interest of the country as a whole. 
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In making that decision, many of our member departments voted to 
approve it with the full knowledge that that formula would not give 
their respective States as much money as would accrue to them by an 
apportionment on the section 21 formula applicable to the primary 
system. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, can I ask a question ? 

Senator Case. Surely. 

Senator Busnu. Do the gasoline tax receipts proportionately bear 
out these allocations, such as population, as you mentioned a little 
earlier, in the paragraph before / 

Mr. Jonnson. I believe, sir, that 1952 is the last breakdown we have 
on fuel tax ree eipts from the Federal gas tax, but I would say that it 
is very near in proportion. Traffic is a function of population to a 
great extent. 

Senator Busn. So, if you can get the population percentage, you 
can get the traflic percentage, too, you think now, because the auto- 
mobile is in such common use; is that what you mean? 

Mr. Jornson. It is a universal means of transportation, and traffic 
is a function of population. 

Senator Busi. I was just wondering, because a lot of these dense 
population areas get a good deal of traflic from other areas, and the 
measure of what that is might be reflected in the gasoline tax receipts 
better than any other way. 

I just wonder whether you used those receipts. 

Mr. Jounson. No, sir: those rece ipts were not used. 

Senator Busn. Are they not available? 

Mr. Jounson. They are available for the 1953 year. 

(The latest Federal tax figures are as follows :) 


Vanufacturers’ excise taxes relating to motor vehicles United States 


internal revenue collections 
Fiscal year 195 


Gasoline, 2 cents per gallon S890, 679, 000 
Diesel fuel, 2 cents per gallon 15, 091, 000 
Lubricating oils, 6 cents per gallon 73, 3821, OOU 


Subtotal 979, 091, 000 





Other taxes: 
Automobiles and motorcycles, 10 percent on manufacturers’ 


wholesale price 785, 716, 000 
Buses, trucks, and trailers, S percent on manufacturers’ 

Wholesale price 210, 0382, 000 
Auto parts and accessories, 8 percent on manufacturers’ 

Wholesale price 177, 924, 000 
Tires, 5 cents per pound; inner tubes, 9 cents per pound 180, 047, 000 

Subtotal ; 1, 353, 719, 000 

Grand total P 2, 332, 810. 000 


Senator Case. Mr. Johnson, one question that bothers me when you 
include the State population formula is that does not take into con- 
sideration the number of miles to be built, nor the relative cost of 
construction in the different States. 

For example, you have a population in Illinois of 8,712,000. You 
have a population in Pennsylvania of 10,408,000. That eight million 
seven is almost nine million, so that the distribution on the basis of 
population would give Illinois $87 for every $104 that Pennsylvania 
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got, and anyone who has ever traveled over Illinois and Pennsylvania 
must recognize that the cost of constructing highways in Pennsy]- 
vania is much greater than that in Illinois. 

Similarly, California has a population of 10, 586,000; Pennsylvania 
10,408,000, which is almost identical, so that Pennsylvania would get 

$104 for every $105 that California got. 

Now, of course, there you have mountains in both States. I don’t 
know what the mileage is. 

Then you have Texas with a population of 7,771,000; New Jersey 
with a population of 4,835,000. 

Obviously the mileage of roads in Texas is considerably more than 
twice that of New Jerse »y, and, yet, Texas wouldn’t get two dollars 
for one New Jersey would get if you distributed it on a population 
basis. 

For the record, since the clerk has handed me these figures, if I 
might, I would like to put them in the record at this point : 

Illinois, 8,712,000; Pennsylvania, 10,498,000; New York—— 

Senator Busy. Those are population figures / 

Senator Casr. These are population figures: New York, 14,830,000 ; 
California, 10,586,000; Texas, 7,711,000; New Jersey, 4,835,000; 
Ohio, 7,946,000. 

There again you have Texas and Ohio with a population of 
million-plus, almost the same. That would mean that Texas and 
Ohio, on the population formula would get the same number of dol- 
lars, and it doesn’t take into consideration mileage or relative cost of 
road construction in the two States. 

Mr. Jonunson. We understand, Mr. Chairman, in any formula there 
is bound to be some inequities; but what we do have is the estimate 
of $11.2 billion for the interstate system, with a three-quarters of 1 
percent floor for every State. 

That does to some extent, or it does more than any other way we 
could devise, match the construction cost estimates of the interstate 
systems in the respective States; and when voted on in executive ses- 
sion by the chief administrative officials of our member departments 
in Pittsburgh, I believe we had 45 affirmative votes on that formula 
basis, but also the standards in the cost of construction vary materially 
with your population. 

That is, in your metropolitan areas, your interstate system will have 
to be more or less a freeway type of design, multilane with grade 
separations and interchanges, whereas once you get out in Texas, in 
parts of it, where distances are great and population might be sparse, 
a two-lane 24-foot pavement and 10-foot shoulders might be adequate. 

So, something will have to be developed along that line and you 
will have to get some testimony on that point. 

Senator Cuavez. At that point may I ask whether the staff or Mr. 
Johnson could make available for the committee a chart showing what 
the individual States would be allotted under the old formula and 
what they would be allotted under the present recommendation ? 

Senator Casr. Off the record for just a moment. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Case. Yes; the request of Senator Chavez will be taken 
care of by the staff. 
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Senator Busu (presiding). I would like to ask my friends on the 
committee whether they think it would be useful for us to be supplied 
with these gas-tax figures in connection with this. 

It seems to me that is as close a figure as you could get as to what 
the highway requirements are. 

Senator Stennis. Yes, and I think we should have all this cost of 
construction, too, if we could get some estimate on that, according to 
the State or area. It is not a matter of State line; it is an area. 

Senator Busn. Yes. 

Without objection, we will ask the staff to get those figures from the 
appropriate source. 

Mr. Jounson. We can supply them. 

Senator Busu. Can you supply them ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. Yes. 

Senator Hotuanp. You mean a breakdown of the Federal gas tax? 

Senator Busn. That is what I mean; yes. 

Senator Hotianp. Don’t you think it would be useful for us to see 
the State collections? 

Senator Busu. Yes. 

Senator Hotxanp. After all, this is a joint program. 

Senator Busn. I do. 

Senator HoLtianp. Some States have a high tax and some have a 
low tax, and I think when we are passing on this we want to look at 
the way they are handling the problem as well as the way they are 
contributing through their people and gas purchases to the Federal 
tax fund. 

Senator Busn. That is understood. 

Senator Hotntanp. May I ask that we have that information sup- 
plied as a table, also? 

Senator Busu. Absolutely. It is so ordered. 

Furthermore, if it is possible, what we want is not just the money, 
but so that it can be translated into the amount of gas, because, as 
the Senator says, they have a lower tax in one State than in another 
per gallon. 

Mr. Jounson. Would you like to have the gallons consumed, also? 

Senator Busu. If possible. That is the real figure I am thinking 
about, as well as the money figure. 

Senator STENNIs. Just give us the tax rate. 

Senator Hontianp. The tax rate and the gallons consumed. You 
will have to have the gallons consumed to get your Federal figures. 

Senator Busu. That is right. 

Mr. Jounson. Those figures are available. 

(The information requested is as follows:) 
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Senator Hottanp. Mr. Chairman, before we move to the next 
point I would like to suggest this: While I realize we are not going 
to get any formula that is absolutely fair, a factor that tends to make 
more fair this formula, as suggested here, is the fact that so many 
of the States that have long mileage and have relatively thin popula- 
tion are tourist States, which get enormous amounts of tourist traffic, 
as in the case of my own State. 

That is reflected, of course, in our State collections, and people from 
other States contribute large portions of that, and I think that, too, 
should be a factor to be considered in this whole picture. 

Senator Busu. That is why I think these case tax and gas con- 
sumption figures would be very helpful. 

Don’t you think so? 





| 
| 
} 









































FEDERAL-AID 





HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 
Senator Hottanp. I think they will. 
Senator Busu. Will you proceed ¢ 
Senator STENNiIs. You are going to get the cost of construction on 
an area basis, too ¢ 
You can get that from these State highway departments, can’t you / 
Mr. Jounson. I have here before me, sir, a listing by the States 
themselves, of the improving the interstate system. 
I believe that Senator Case before he left the room mentioned two 
States—Ohio and Texas. Ohio has 1,216.4 miles of the interstate 
system at an estimated cost of $759 million. 
Senator Hottanp. He mentioned Illinois, not Ohio. 
Mr. Jounson. Excuse me sir. 
[llinois has 1,540.4 miles at an estimated cost of $856. 
Texas has 2,765 miles at an estimated cost of $436 million. 
Those were prepared by the respective State highway departments 
‘ . and, of course, take into account the varying standards. 

The standards on the interstate system would vary from the 2-lane, 
24-foot pavement, 10-foot shoulders, as the case may be, up to a multi- 
lane, freeway type of improvement. 

Senator Srennis. Mr. Chairman, do you know we have a meeting 
of the full committee scheduled at 10: 30% 

Senator Busn. Yes. 

Will you proceed, please? 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

A similar recommendation was again made in 1952, and we have 
again made such a recommendation in the policy statement filed with 
the clerk a few minutes ago. 

I should like to point out that 46 of the member departments present 
and voting at our meeting in Pittsburgh voted in the affirmative on 
the population formula, 2 member departments voted in the negative, 
and 1 member department was recorded as not voting. 

Senator Cuavez. Who were those members? What were the in- 
dividual States or was there more than one member from one par- 
ticular State ? 

Mr. Jounson. No, sir; as I explained previously, each State has one 
vote. 

Senator CuAvez. Hence, out of the 48 here every State was repre- 
sented; am I correct ¢ 

. Mr. Jounson. There were 49 member departments in attendance at 
that meeting, that is, the chief administrative officers of the depart- 
ments, and 46 of those chief administrative officers did vote in the 
affirmative on the population formula. 

° Senator Cravez. But those 46 you mentioned are from individual 
States, one from each State? 

Mr. Jounson. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hotzanp. For the record, sir, do you recall the two who 
opposed it ? 

Mr. Jounson. No, sir; I do not. 

Senator Hottanp. We would like them to be given a chance to be 
heard because they must have had reasons for opposing it. 

Is there any way we can discover what the States were which 
opposed it? 

Mr. Hate. New Mexico and Arizona voted in the negative, and 

the Bureau of Public Roads was recorded as not voting. 
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Senator Hottanp. Thank you. 

Mr. Jonnson. To refer to percentages again, the population for- 
mula would allocate approximately 44.7 percent of moneys for the 
interstate system to the 8 States named above, where estimates indicate 
that 51.5 percent of the cost of improvement lies, and that formula 
would apportion 55.3 percent of such moneys to the remaining 40 
States, where estimates indicate that 48.5 percent of the cost of im- 
provement lies. 

On the other hand, the section 21 formula of one-third population, 
one-third post-road mileage, and one-third area would apportion to 
the 8 States 32.4 percent of such moneys as against 67.6 percent to the 
remaining 40 States. 

We believe that these figures illustrate the equity of the population 
formula for the apportionment of such funds and is a reasonably 
accurate method of estimating the needs of the respective States. 

Senator Hottanp. You don’t mean the equity; you mean nearer to 
an approximate equity because the ones that have the heaviest expense 
won't get a proportionate part of the funds under your program, if 
you are figuring their needs, to complete the interstate system mileage 
in their boundaries. 

Mr. Jounson. There is no apportioning formula fully equitable. 

Senator Cuavez. Did you consider, Mr. Johnson, or the association 
consider, the public-land States ? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. Where in the individual State the Federal Govern- 
ment owns practically all of the land and the State government has 
to be kept up by probably a third of the total area ? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. You are right, Senator Chavez. We did 
recommend a sliding scale for the public-land States where there is 
more than 5 percent of the area in public ownership. 

Senator Cuavez. In my State of New Mexico 63 percent of the total 
of 122,000 square miles is public land. Arizona is in proportion to 
that, and Nevada even goes, I think, as high as 86 percent of the entire 
area that is federally owned. 

I thought that should be considered in coming to an equitable 
solution. 

Mr. Jonnson. It is our belief that your committee should analyze 
very carefully the proposed apportionment procedures as set forth 
in S. 2859. 

It would appear logically that proportions proposed for the pri- 
mary, secondary, and urban Federal-aid systems might well be allo- 
cated to the respective States on the existing procedures and that your 
commendable efforts to apply badly needed funds to the interstate 
system might best be accomplished by putting the total amount which 
you would assume to be adequate in that section of the bill relating to 
the interstate system in order that the States may have a fixed pattern 
of proposed Federal financing in the respective categories to meet their 
own State procedures for matching State funds. 

It is possible that the objective could be obtained by the present 
wording, but I believe it might be more easily understood and applied 
if made an independent section of the bill. 

Senator Horianp. Let’s see if we understand what you mean by 
that. 
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Do you mean the present contents of the bill on that point, which 
require that a hundred million out of the total amount going to 
primary systems shall be used on the interstate system, do not pre- 
scribe how that $100 million shall be divided amongst the various 
States and you feel the committee might well consider prescribing a 
rule on that division ? 

Is that what you mean? 

Mr. JoHnson. Senator Case’s bill says not less than a hundred mil- 
lion of the primary funds shall be used on the interstate. 

Senator Hotianp. But it doesn’t say how by each State. 

Mr. Jounson. But it says also be apportioned on the section 21 
formula, one-third, one-third, one-third. 

We were just recommending to you that you consider what you 

want to put on interstate a separate section of the bill. 

Senator Busu. Go ahead, Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. Jounson. Our association in its national policy statement 
recommended that the Congress authorize $250 million specifically 
for the interstate system. The House bill has set up $200 million in 
that category; and if it could be assumed that the $65 million men- 
tioned in the urban section of S. 2859 were to be wholly applied to 
the interstate system, then that would make available $200 million 
for the purpose. 

With regard to the section of the bill relating to urban funds and 
the specification that not less than $65 million be applied to circum- 
ferential and radial intracity routes, the present provision would 
appear to make it a little difficult for the States to properly program 
that phase of the work because it would not be handled in accordance 
with the regular manner as applicable to Federal-aid projects. 

While the $65 million would be apportioned to the respective States 
on the population formula, they could not proceed with pro- 
graming that amount of money until the Defense Department or such 
other agency as designated by the President, as provided for in sec- 
tion 9 of the bill, had certified as to the national defense necessity for 
the structure. 

It is conceivable that some States might not have in the vicinity of 
urban areas projects of 2 defense character to take up the money so 
provided, and the Defense Department, therefore, could not certify 
as to the necessity for such projects in that particular State, with the 
result that some States might find themselves deficient in funds for 
this category, whereas other States might have a surplus of money 
provided for that purpose. 

It would seem that thought could properly be given to the placing 
of such moneys as this bill would provide for circumferential or radial 
intractiy routes in section 9 relating to access roads for defense pur- 
poses. 

This association does not feel qualified nor competent to advise 
with your committee in any way as to the amounts that should be pro- 
vided for that purpose, since obviously we have no access to Defense 
Department estimates of need. 

Therefore, we make no recommendations regarding that portion 
of the proposed legislation. 

Senator HoLttanp. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Senator Busx. Senator Holland. 
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Senator HoLttanp. While it is recognized at times in the past some 
of the appropriations have been used to build or to partly build de- 
fense access highways, always heretofore there has been a separate 
fund for defense access highways, which was the main source from 
which that type of highway was mile is that right ? 

Mr. Jounson. That is correct, 

Senator Hottanp. Wouldn't oe recommendation result in taking 
the defense access highway construction out of the regular program ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. We do not feel qualified to say what the defense 
highway authorization or appropriation should be. That is some- 
thing about which we have no knowledge of the estimates at all. 

Senator HoLtLtanp. You are not suggesting, are you, that a atever it 
is that should be taken out of the regular funds of the regular highway 
system ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. We are just leaving it up to you, to use your judg- 
ment as to the amount. 

Senator Cuavez. Yes: but separate and apart from the regular 
highway systems heretofore we have authorized an appropriation of 
a certain amount of money for access roads, and that is separate and 
apart from your regular moneys that go to the interstate system or any 
other system under the Federal Highway Act. 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes, sir. 

I should think it should be a separate fund, separate appropriation, 
from the regular highway funds. 

Senator Hottanp. That has been the customary procedure in this 
committee. 

There is no division of that by States. 


As you say, you can’t speak for the Defense Department. We have 
always heard them se parately on that matter, and it would seem the 
suggestion you have just made might indicate that your association 
favors taking that amount out of your regular funds, and I don’t 
believe you mean to take that position. 

Mr. Jounson. We wouldn’t mean to subtract it from the amount; 


Senator Busn. Proceed. 

Mr. Jounson. Our policy statement contains two specific recom- 
mendations with regard to the interstate system which we believe are 
highly important—namely, that the formula of population with a 
floor of three-fourths of 1 percent for any State is the most equitable 
formula which we have been able to devise for the apportionment of 
funds for the interstate system; and, second, that because of the 
national defense characteristics of the interstate system, its extremely 
limited mileage, the heavy national traffic that it will carry and the 
obviously much greater maintenance cost that will be required on that 
system—and you are familiar with the fact that it is the State that 
bears the entire cost of maintenance, and no Federal funds are a part 
thereof—a more favorable matching ratio than the customary 50-50 
is justified and desirable. 

This bill would provide a 60-40 matching ratio, which is a step in 
the right direction. 

We believe that this more favorable matching ratio will enable many 
of the States otherwise unable to do so to buy a priority for the large 
funds required to finance the interstate construction. 
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We believe that the public lands sliding-scale formula should be re- 
tained with the more favorable matching ratio, and most of us do not 
believe that a change of this kind in the mate *hing procedures would 
in any way modify our existing relationship with the Bureau of 
Public Roads in the administration of such program. 

To sum up the interstate question, if it be needed in the national 
defense, and we believe that it is, it may be needed much more rapidly 
than any of us would like to contemplate, and it should be financed 
in a manner to provide the system quickly and uniformly in each of 
the 48 States. 

That should be the criteria by which you make your ultimate 
decision. 

From the above discussion, you will understand the importance 
that this selected mileage holds’ in our national highway transporta- 
tion system, and again may I emphasize that we are advising you to 
the best of our ability , with the understanding that it is you, as Mem- 
bers of the anne who will and should make the final decision. 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a brief question at that 
point ? 

Senator Busy. Senator Stennis. 

Senator Stennis. You recommend this 60-40 formula. Is there 
any sentiment in your association to abolish the Federal gasoline tax 
and not have any Federal aid at all? 

Did some of the States take that position within your group? 

Mr. Jounson. Within our group we had at various times policy 
statements that had recommended the retirement of the Federal Gov- 
ernment in the field of taxation, but in the meeting 2 years ago we con- 
sidered that in the light of your good judgment you had not con- 
sidered it the proper thing to do and we asked that at least such 
moneys that were coming in from that source be applied to highways 
in light of the great need on highways, but we in no way subscribed 
to the theory of linkage. 

Senator Srennis. Or what? 

Mr. Jounson. Of linkage, that the program be tied to the amounts 
of money that come in from the 2-cent gas tax. 

Senator Horianp. But you want certainly all of the money that 
does come in from the 2-cent gas tax to be used on the Federal-aid 
system ?¢ 

Mr. Jounson. We need that, Senator Holland. 

Senator Stennis. Did you say at one time your association rec- 
ommended the abolition of the Federal tax, or the abolition of the 
Federal aid ? 

Mr. Jounson. Federal tax. 

Senator Stennis. But you want to keep the Federal aid? 

Mr. Jounson. Definitely. 

Senator Stennis. Is there any sentiment in your association now to 
abolish the Federal gasoline tax ? 

Mr. Jounson. That is something on which I couldn’t give you an 
answer. 

We think that is your prerogative entirely. 

Senator Srennis. You are here representing the sentiments of your 
association. We are entitled to know what your situation is. At 
least I think we should know that. 


44742—54——_3 
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I am not in favor of that myself, but I want to know how much senti- 
ment in your association there is for that. 

Mr. Jomnson. We are made up of State highway officials. We 
leave those matters to other authorities. 

We are very strong for the Bureau of Public Roads as it operates. 
We think it has been one of the best in the relationship between the 
State and the Federal Government. 

Senator Cuavez. You met at Pittsburgh ? 

Mr. Jounson. That is right, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. Were there any discussions with reference to the 
question that Senator Stennis has asked you ? 

Mr. Jounson. I will read to you, sir, the second section of our policy 
statement in Pittsburgh. 

Senator Busn. Where is that ¢ 

Is that in the appendix here ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. I believe it is in the back; yes, sir. 

It is the Federal-aid policy statement for November 11, 1953, which 
is behind sheet No. 9. 

Senator Busn. All right: go ahead. 

Mr. Jounson. That section reads: 

Since 1933 this association has, by resolution, by national policy statement 
and by public utterances of its officials, in accordance with their best judgment 
at the moment, urged the Congress to retire from the field of gasoline tax and 
relinquish that source of revenue to the States. The Congress, in its judgment 
and in its awareness of the overall financial problems of the Federal Govern- 
ment, has not done so. This association recognizes, without question, that under 
our constitutional procedures it is the prerogative of the Congress to levy taxes 
and control their disbursement as an exercise of congressional responsibilities. 

It is the considered opinion of this association that the Federal financial 
responsibility in the field of highways should not be evaluated on the source, or 
method, of deriving revenues which it sees fit to apply in the discharge of its 
responsibility in the highway field, and that the Congress should legislate on 
highway matters in the light of its own good judgment and the economic and 
defense needs of the country. 

Senator Cuavez. Of course, that is correct, but, nevertheless, the 
association did take a position recommending and has take a position 
since 1933 urging Congress to retire from the field of gasoline tax and 
relinquish that source of revenue to the States. 

It did take that position ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. That is right. 

Senator Cuavez. Notwithstanding, you felt, nevertheless, notwith- 
standing the urging of the association to do that, you would be willing 
to leave it to the Congress ? 

Mr. JoHNson. That is correct, sil 

Senator STenNIs. I don’t want to take up a lot of time, Mr. Chair- 
man, but the association is asking for Federal money. It seems to me 
like it is inconsistent then to recommend there be no Federal gasoline 
tax, but I don’t want to labor that point now. 

Senator Busu. Senator, I certainly endorse that statement. I don’t 
see how you can possibly expect the Government to come up with a 
great big assistance program of any kind if the proper source of 
revenue 1s in the field it is supposed to serve. 

Mr. Jounson. Gentlemen, I can only speak for the association as 
outlined in its policy statement. 

Senator Cuavez. Where are we going to get the money to proceed 
with the program ? 
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Senator Busu. That is our problem. 

Mr. JouNnson. That is your problem, gentlemen, as stated. 

Senator Hottanp. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Johnson, may | remind you this meeting has to 
be adjourned at 10:30. The Senators are aware of that, unless it is 
the wish of the committee to extend this time. 

The chairman of the full committee is here. 

What is your pleasure? 

Should we stick to our schedule? 

Senator HoLttanb. He has only two pages left. 

Senator Busu. Do you wish to give us another 5 minutes, Senator 
Martin { 

The CHairMan. Go ahead as you are. 

Senator Busw. With that understanding, you proceed, and let’s try 
to get through with this by 10:35. 

Senator Hottanp. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Bus. Senator Holland. 

Senator Hottanp. May I offer a suggestion and see how the witness 
responds to it ? 

Senator Busu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. Isn’t it true that the reason behind the position 
your association has taken all these years that the Federal Govern- 
ment should retire from the Federal gas tax field has been the fact 
the Federal Government has not put back in the program anything 
like the full amount of collections from the gas tax field, while its 
acts required the States to apply to the road construction and main- 
tenance field all of their collections from the gas tax, and haven’t you 
felt under those conditions the dollars collected by way of State 
gas taxes were going further than those collected by way of Federal 
gas taxes ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. Senator, that could have something to do with it. 

Senator Stennis. You don’t say so here, though, in the resolution. 

Senator Busu. If you will, go ahead, sir. 

Mr. Jounson. Section 1 of 5. 2859 contains a new provision with 
regard to placing the eres for the conduct of the secondary 
road program made possible under the bill entirely in the hands of the 
State highway departments, with the Bureau of Public Roads making 
payment of vouchers for work so constructed upon appropriate cer- 
tification by the State highway department. 

The wording of S. 2859 is somewhat different from that contained 
in H. R. 7818 in the House. However, the general procedures would 
appear to be quite similar. 

As mentioned previously, this is quite a different philosophy from 
that which obtains in the present legislation, and the proposal has 
made it necessary that our departments reevaluate this matter quite 
rapidly in an effort to counsel with you about it. 

Ve canvassed the respective departments last week through our 
general officer here in Washington, and, while the House wording as 
mentioned previously is slightly different from the Senate wording, 
we believe the results of that canvass would be applicable to both. 

The figures which I give you at this time are dightly different from 
those which I presented in my House testimony due to the fact that 
additional replies have been received since that time. 
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As of today, we have received replies from 44 of the 48 State high- 
way departments. 

A change in procedure such as proposed would seemingly have little 
effect in the conduct of such program in some States, but it could 
result in extensive changes in procedures in the others. 

To date, our canvass shows that from the replies received 24 of our 
State highway departments feel that such a change is acceptable and 
workable; 18 States, however, have indicated in their replies that they 
view such a change with concern, and 2 departments are undecided. 

We believe, therefore, that you should analyze such a change with 
a great deal of care. 

Senator Hotianp. In other words, the change under which the 
Federal Bureau of Public Roads would have nothing to do with the 
standards and nothing to do with any detail, except the allocation to 
the State of the secondary fund ? 

Mr. Jonnson. And the disbursement of funds on certification. 

The Senate bill does not include one recommendation which our 
association has made to the Congress over the past 10 years—namely, 
that in order to provide greater flexibility in the use of funds on the 
primary, secondary, and urban systems, and to meet very special con- 
ditions in some States, upon the official request of a State highway 
department and with the approval of the Commissioner of Public 
Roads as being in the public interest, not more than 25 percent of the 
funds allocated to any 1 of the 3 systems could be transferred to 
another system than that for which it was originally apportioned. 

Our member departments believe that such flexibility is desirable 
and our policy so states. I urge that you gentlemen give this sugges- 
tion your serious consideration. 

Sections 3 and 4 of S. 2859 relate to funds for forest highways, 
forest development roads and trails, park roads and trails and na- 
tional parkways and Indian reservation roads, and the amount in- 
cluded in these various categories are somewhat more than those 
provided in the House bill. 

Undoubtedly these roads are in grave need of attention. 

May I make a particular reference to forest highways ? 

These forest highways are, in general, integral parts of the Fed- 
eral-aid primary and secondary highway systems. 

In the past, while substantial amounts have been authorized for 
forest highways, subsequent appropriations for their construction 
have been far below the authorized amounts, thus permitting many 
of these main highways—and that is exactly what they are—to dete- 
riorate sadly. 

We make no comment of this nature on the remaining items in sec- 
tions 3 and 4. We do believe, however, that you as Members of the 
Senate should give consideration to devising some procedure whereby 
the forest highway sections of our primary and secondary road sys- 
tems may be financed and constructed in such a way as to insure their 
handling in the same general pattern as is applied to the remainder 
of the primary and secondary road systems, of which they are an im- 
portant and integral part. 

This association does not feel qualified to comment upon those sec- 
tions of the proposed bill relating to the Inter-American Highway 
and the Rama Road in Nacaragua. 
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The same holds for section 9 of the bill with regard to access and 
defense roads for reasons previously stated. 

S. 2859 proposed in section 10 that the Commissioner of Public 
Roads be authorized to make a study of the feasibility of toll roads and 
their effect upon the Federal-aid highway programs. 

We assume that it is contemplated that such a study would, in gen- 
eral, be a restudy of toll roads and free roads as prepared by the Bu- 
reau of Public Roads and reported to the 76th Congress, 1st session, 
as House Document No. 272. 

We believe that the decision as to the need for such a restudy should 
be based upon the judgment of the Congress and the administration. 

If the decision be in the affirmative, may I assure you that the mem- 
ber departments of our association will be glad to collaborate with the 
Bureau in such an undertaking. 

Section 11 of S. 2859 would authorize the President, upon certain 
specific conditions, to move up the effective date of the program author- 
ized in the bill by 1 year. 

We believe that such permissive authority is worthy of your 
consideration. 

While we have never endorsed the philosophy that highway pro- 
grams are public works in the sense that they can be turned on and 
off to meet economic fluctuations, they undoubtedly serve in an impor- 
tant position if such conditions must ie met. 

The highway program is of such a nature that it can be expanded 
rapidly to provide most important public works construction to meet 
unemployment if conditions seem to justify such a move. 

While our highway program and the urgent need for expansion 
of that program can be thoroughly justified on the basis of traffic 
needs, it is well to keep in mind that it is the type of program that can 
efficiently serve a dual purpose should this country be called upon to 
face an unemployment situation. 

It is indisputable that the need for highway expansion exists, and 
that the future economic health of this country is very dependent 
upon the efficiency of our motor transportation system. 

I should like to take this opportunity to express to this committee 
our feeling that the valatieutitin between the Federal Government, 
and the States over the past 30 years in the field of highway develop- 
ment has been, in our opinion, the most efficient and the most produc- 
tive cooperative relationship ever to exist in the area of domestic de- 
velopment. 

We believe that the highway development made possible under the 
programs in the years past is to a large degree responsible for the 
economic development and high standard of living of the people of 
these United States. 

Now, one point further in regard to the Bureau of Public Roads: 
This association, meeting in Pittsburgh last November, by resolution 
commended the Secretary of Commerce upon his selection of Mr. 
F: V. du Pont as the new é ommissioner of Public Roads. 

Our various officials in the respective States have had opportunity 
to work with him and to talk with him, and we believe his selection 
was a wise one and that he has the confidence and deep respect of the 
highway departments. 

In closing, may I again express my sincere ee for the con- 
sideration that you have shown to me personally, and to our associa- 
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tion, in making the arrangements you have for the hearing this morn- 
ing; also for the courteous reception you have always given us and the 
consideration which you have given our recommendations. 

May I assure you that our sincere purpose is to cooperate with you 
as Members of the Congress, and all others, toward the end that we 
may develop an adequate highway system geared to the needs and 
economic welfare of Americ: 

Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Senator Busy. You would like this accompanying statement of 
policy to follow your statement in the record ? 

Mr. Jounson. It has been filed with the clerk. 

Senator Busu. It has already been filed ? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes. 

Sen: td Busu. And also this table? 

Mr. Jounson. That table has been filed, sir. 

Senator Busu. Are there any further questions ? 

Senator Hotianp. I would like to ask this question: With reference 
to your suggestion that the transfer of not more than 25 percent of 
one bracket of the regular Federal aid to another should be permitted 
under the procedure you mention, what is the provision on that matter 
in the present bill? 

Mr. Jounson. It is not in the present bill, sir. 

Senator Hotxianp. It has been in some prior bills, has it not? 

Mr. Jounson. It has been considered. 

Senator Hotianp. Has it ever been in any bill? 

Mr. Jounson. Any act? 

Senator Hotzianp. Yes. 

Mr. Jounson. No, sir. 

It is to meet some flexibility that is needed in some of the States 
where they may have a predominantly secondary program in another 
State and a predominantly primary program in another. 

Senator Hotianp. I recall there was a strong opposition to writing 
that provision in the last bill for fear that the transfer might be a 
one-way street, and might cripple one important part of the program. 

Notwithst: anding that division of opinion within your own ranks, 
you are now recommending again that 25 percent transfer? 

Mr. Jounson. I believe, sir, in the vote by the administrative officials 
of all the States it received 46 affirmative votes. Therefore, it was 
over the two-thirds majority and it became a part of our policy state- 
ment, and I call to your attention further that it must have the ap- 
proval of the Commissioner of Public Roads as being in the public 
interest. 

Senator Hottanp. Does that apply now to special allocation for the 
interstate system ? 

Mr. Jounson. It does not, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. Only to the three? 

Mr. Jonnson. That is right. 

Senator Horranp. Thank you. 

Senator Busu. I am sure the committee is very gr ateful to you, Mr. 
Johnson, for your very able statement this morning. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Busn. Senator Martin. 
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The Cuarrman. I would like to make this statement to you, repre- 
senting the great organization that you represent: We are terribly 
behind in this matter of constructing roads. 

I think we realize it at the Federal level, and I know you realize it 
at the State level. 

I intended to bring those figures up, Mr. Chairman, but I left them 
on my desk. However, I can remember them. 

In 1935 we were building about the same amount of roads as we did 
in 1953, considering the value of the dollar. 

In 1935 we had 35 million motor vehicles, including passenger cars, 
buses, and trucks, and that has inereased now to about 55 million. 

Now, that shows that we are just not keeping up with the number of 
vehicles that are going on our roads. 

In addition to that, the vehicles that we have now 15 years later are 
heavier and, of course, much faster. 

So, we have, as Americans, a very difficult program. 

We met with you in Pittsburgh, and Mr. du Pont was there, and 
then, in addition to that, I have gotten out over the Nation quite a little 
since we adjourned Congress last July and i know we are way behind 
in the construction of roads. 

The big question is: Where is the money coming from? 

Senator Holland, in your State I think you folk have a gasoline tax 
of 8 cents. 

Senator Hotianp. Seven. 

The CHarrman. Is it 8 cents? 

Senator Hotianp. Seven cents. 

The CHatrmMan. Seven cents. 

If that was raised in all the States, if we had the same amount all 
over the Union, it would help solve this problem to a great exent. 

Senator Cuavez. But, Senator Martin, even with the present reve- 
nues collected from the revenue tax, either by the States or the Fed- 
eral Government, especially the Federal Government, we would have 
enough money if we only would get it. 

We collect every year something like $2 billion in Federal taxes, and 
we are lucky if we get 525 of that back, and the rest goes to the general 
fund. 

The CuatrmMan. This year we are going to get what is collected by 
the Federal Government, if it meets with the approval of Congress. 

Mr. du Pont and I have had a good many conferences with the 
Budget Bureau, and we will get practically all that is collected at the 
Federal level. 

Senator HoLttanp. You mean just the gas tax ? 

The CuatrMan. The gas tax. 

That doesn’t include excise taxes on the sale of oil and the sale of 
automobiles, and so on and so forth. 

Many of our States don’t use all their gasoline tax for road and 
street purposes. A great number of them don’t. 

In Pennsylvania we have a constitutional amendment in which all 
of our money from that source goes to the building of roads. 

The reason I am bringing this up—I don’t want to be critical—is 
that to my mind it is one of the most important things confronting the 
United States. 
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One of the most important things confronting the United States 
today is the matter of roads and streets, and I think you folks have 
quite on obligation. 

I think we are going to work ours out at this session of Congress, 
so that the money that is collected at the Federal level from gasoline 
taxes will go back to the States. 

Mr. du Pont ; is here, and I think he will bear me out in that. We 
have had a lot of conferences on it. 

I just wanted to bring that up while you are here, because we have all 
got to work together, and we appreciate your coming very much. 

Mr. Jonnson. Thank you, Chairman Martin. 

You make a better witness ‘befor e this committee than I. 

Senator Busu. Without objection, the hearing is adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 10:40 a. m., the hearing was recessed, subject to 


call.) 
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FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 1954 


Unrrep Srares SENATE, 
ComMMIrTrer ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic Roaps, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met at 10:15 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 
412, Senate Office Building, Senator Francis Case (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Martin (chairman of the full committee), Case 
(chairman of the subcommittee), Bush, Kuchel, Beall, Upton, Hol- 
land, Stennis, Kerr, and Gore. 

Also present : Charles N. Kapnic, chief clerk; Eloise Porter, assist- 
ant clerk; Ellsworth W. Bassett and Theo W. Sneed, technical staff 
members. 

Senator Caspr. The committee will come to order. 

This is the second meeting of the Subcommittee on Public Roads of 
the Committee on Public Works, meeting for the consideration of 
proposed Federal-aid highway legislation at this session. 

The hearing this morning is primarily on bills S. 2859, introduced 
on the 1st day of February by the chairman of the subcommittee, and 
on S. 2982, introduced on February 19 by the chairman of the com- 
mittee, Mr. Martin. 

S. 2859 was previously placed in the record, so S. 2982 will be placed 
in the record at this point. 


(The bill S. 2982 is as follows:) 


[S. 2982, 83d Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend and supplement the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916 (39 
Stat. 355), as amended and supplemented, to authorize appropriations for continuing 
the construction of highways, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, for the purpose of carrying out the 
provisions of the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), 
and all Acts amendatory thereof and supplementary thereto, there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated the sum of $600,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957. 

The sum herein authorized for each fiscal year shall be available for expendi- 
ture as follows: 

(a) $270, 000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid primary highway system. 

(b) $180,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid secondary highway system. 

(ec) $150,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid primary highway system in 
urban areas, and for projects on approved extensions of the Federal-aid sec- 
ondary system within urban areas. 

The sums authorized by this section for each fiscal year, respectively, shall 
be apportioned among the several States in the manner now provided by law 
and in accordance with the formulas set forth in section 4 of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1944, approved December 20, 1944 (58 Stat. 838), 
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Any sums apportioned to any State under the provision of this section shall 
be available for expenditure in that State for two years after the close of the 
fiscal year for which such sums are authorized, and any amount so apportioned 
remaining unexpended at the end of such period shall lapse: Provided, That 
such funds for any fiscal year shall be deemed to have been expended if a sum 
equal to the total of the sums apportioned to the State for such fiscal year is 
covered by formal agreements with the Secretary of Commerce for the improve- 
ment of specific projects as provided by this Act: Provided further, That in the 
case of those sums apportioned to any State for projects on the Federal-aid 
secondary highway system, the Secretary of Commerce shall be deemed to have 
discharged his responsibility relative to the plans, design, inspection, and con- 
struction of such secondary road projects upon his receipt and approval of a cer- 
tified statement by the State highway department setting forth that the plans, 
design, and construction for such projects are in accord with the approved stand- 
ards and procedures of the respective States applicable to projects in this cate- 
gory: Provided further, That not more than 25 per centum of the amount appor- 
tioned to each State under subparagraphs (a), (b), or (c) of this section may be 
transferred from the apportionment under one subparagraph to the apportion- 
ment under either of the other subparagraphs: Provided further, That such 
transfer is requested by the State highway department and is approved by the 
Secertary of Commerce as being in the public interest: Provided further, Vhat 
the total of such transfers shall not increase the original apportionment under 
any subparagraph by more than 25 per centum: And provided further, That 
nothing herein contained shall be deemed to alter or impair the authority con- 
tained in the last proviso to subparagraph (b) of section 3 of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1944. 

Src. 2. (a) For the purpose of expediting the construction, reconstruction, and 
improvement, inclusive of necessary bridges and tunnels, of the national system 
of interstate highways, designated in accordance with the provisions of section 
7 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 838), there is hereby author- 
ized to be appropriated the additional sum of $200,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1956, and a like additional sum for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1957. The sum herein authorized for each fiscal year shall he apportioned 
among the several States in the following manner: one-half in the ratio which 
the population of each State bears to the total population of all the States, as 
shown by the latest available Federal census: Provided, That no State shall re- 
ceive less than three-fourths of 1 per centum of the money so apportioned; and 
one-half in the manner now provided by law for apportionment of funds for the 
Federal-aid primary system: Provided further, That the Federal share payable 
on account of any project provided for by funds made available under the pro- 
visions of this section shall be determined in the same manner as now provided 
by law for projects on the Federal-aid primary system: Provided further, That 
the Secretary of Commerce shall not apportion to the States the sum authorized 
by this section for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, unless a Federal excise 
tax on gasoline in the amount of not less than 2 cents per gallon is in effect on 
December 31, 1954; and the Secretary of Commerce shall not apportion to the 
States the sum authorized by this section for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1957, unless a Federal excise tax on gasoline in the amount of not less than 2 
eents per gallon is in effect on December 31, 1955. 

(b) Any sums apportioned to any State under the provisions of this section 
shall be available for expenditure in that State for 6 months after the close of 
fiscal year for which sums are authorized: Provided, That such funds for any 
fiscal year shall be deemed to be expended in such amounts, and at such times 
as the Secretary of Commerce shall determine that the recipient State has actu- 
ally incurred contractual obligations thereunder for the performance of specific 
projects. 

(c) Any amount apportioned to the States under the provisions of this section 
unexpended at the end of the period during which it is available for expenditure 
under the terms of subsection (b) of this section shall be reapportioned within 
60 days thereafter to all the States on the same basis as if it were being ap- 
portioned under this section for the first time. 

Sec. 3. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 23 of the Fed- 
eral Highway Act (42 Stat. 218), as amended and supplemented, there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated (1) for forest highways the sum of $22,500,000 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1957: Provided, That any sums heretofore authorized unobligated on 
June 30, 1955, shall be canceled as of June 30, 1955; and (2) for forest develop- 
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ment roads and trails the sum of $22,500,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957: Provided, That with 
respect to any proposed construction or reconstruction of a timber access road, 
advisory public hearings shall be held at a place convenient or adjacent to the 
area of construction or reconstruction with notice and reasonable opportunity for 
interested persons to present their views as to the practicability and feasibility 
of such construction or reconstruction: Provided further, That the appropriation 
herein authorized for forest highways shall be apportioned by the Secretary of 
Commerce for expenditure in the several States, Alaska, and Puerto Rico in ac- 
cordance with the provision of section 3 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1950. 

Sec. 4. (a) For the construction, reconstruction, and improvement of roads 
and trails, inclusive of necessary bridges, in national parks, monuments, and 
other areas administered by the National Park Service, including areas 
authorized to be established as national parks and monuments, and national 
park and monument approach roads authorized by the Act of January 31, 1931 
(46 Stat. 1053), as amended, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the 
sum of $10,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1957. 

(b) For the construction, reconstruction, improvement, and maintenance of 
parkways, authorized by Acts of Congress, on lands to which title is vested in 
the United States, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of 
$10,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1957. 

(c) For the construction, improvement, and maintenance of Indian reserva- 
tion roads and bridges and roads and bridges to provide access to Indian reser- 
vations and Indian lands under the provisions of the Act approved May 26, 1928 
(45 Stat. 750), there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $10,000,- 
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1957: Provided, That the location, type, and design of all roads 
and bridges constructed shall be approved by the Secretary of Commerce before 
any expenditures are made thereon, and all such construction shall be under 
the general supervision of the Secretary of Commerce. 

Sec. 5. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 5 of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952 (66 Stat. 158), there is hereby authorized to 
be appropriated to the Department of State, in addition to the sums heretofore 
authorized, such sums not in excess of $4,000,000, to be available until expended, 
as are necessary to complete the United States obligation under the applicable 
agreement with the Republic of Nicaragua: Provided, That the survey and con- 
struction work authorized by the said section 5 shall be under the general 
supervision of the Secretary of Commerce. 

Sec. 6. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 1 of the Act 
entitled “‘An Act to provide for cooperation with Central American Republics in 
the construction of the Inter-American Highway” approved December 26, 1941 
(55 Stat. 860), as amended by section 11 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1950, approved September 7, 1950 (64 Stat. 785), there is hereby authorized to 
be appropriated to the Department of State in addition to the sums heretofore 
authorized, the sum of $8,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and a 
like sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, to be available until expended, 
to enable the United States to cooperate with the Governments of the American 
Republics situated in Central America—that is, with the Governments of the 
Republics of Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, and 
Panama—in the survey and construction of the Inter-American Highway within 
the borders of the aforesaid Republics, respectively. Not to exceed one-third of 
the appropriation authorized for each fiscal year may be expended without re- 
quiring the country or countries in which such sums may be expended to match 
any part thereof, if the Secretary of State shall find that the cost of constructing 
said highway in such country or countries will be beyond their reasonable capac- 
ity to bear. 

Sec. 7. All provisions of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, approved De- 
cember 20, 1944 (58 Stat. 838) ; the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1948, approved 
June 29, 1948 (62 Stat. 1105); and the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950, ap- 
proved September 7, 1950 (64 Stat. 785); and the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1952, approved June 25, 1952 (66 Stat. 158), not inconsistent with this Act, shall 
remain in full force and effect. 

Sec. 8. If any section, subsection, or other provision of this Act or the applica- 
tion thereof to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of 
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this Act and the application of such section, subsection, or other provision to 
other persons or circumstances shall not be affected thereby. 

Sec. 9. All Acts or parts of Acts in any way inconsistent with the provisions of 
this Act are hereby repealed, and this Act shall take effect on its passage. 

Sec, 10. The Secretary of Commerce is hereby directed to cooperate with the 
State highway departments in a study of the problems posed by necessary 
relocation and reconstruction of public utilities services resulting from high- 
way improvements authorized under this Act. Among other things, such a study 
shall include a review and financial analysis of existing relationships between 
the State highway departments and affected utilities of all types, and a review of 
the various State statutes regulating existing relationships, to the end that a 
full and informative report may be made to the President for transmittal to the 


Congress of the United States not later than April 1, 1955. 

Sec. 11. Section 8 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 is amended by 
inserting after the words “grade crossing eliminations” the words ‘or toll roads”. 
Sec. 12. This Act may be cited as the “Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954”. 

Senator Hottanp. Mr. Chairman, a question please: Is 5, 2982 a 
companion bill with H. R. 7818 ? 

Senator Case. I think it is. I think it is an identical bill. 

Senator Hottanp. That was my understanding. 

Senator Casr. The first witness this morning is Mr. Robert B. Mur- 
ray, Jr., the Under Secretary for Transportation of the Commerce 
Department. 

Mr. Murray is present and we will be pleased to hear from him at 
this time. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT B. MURRAY, JR., UNDER SECRETARY OF 
COMMERCE FOR TRANSPORTATION, DEPARTMENT OF COM- 
MERCE 


Secretary Murray. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee; I 
have just a very short statement which I would like to make. 

The magnitude of the highway deficiency, as you know, has been 
recognized by everyone at all levels of Government. 

It has been recognized by the President in his State of the Union 
message and in his Budget message, in which he expressed concern. 

It has been recognized by all levels of Government—Federal, State, 
and municipal. 

As this committee knows, over $5 billion were spent in 1953 for 
construction and maintenance by the various levels of Government, of 
which roughly $3 billion went for construction. 

The Association of State Highway officials have estimated that the 
deficiency on the Federal system alone approximates roughly $35 bil- 
lion, with the deficiency on the interstate system approximating $1114 
billion. 

The administration, while stepping up its participation generally 
throughout the Federal system, desires to place greater emphasis than 
before upon the deficiency in the interstate system. 

It was with that in mind that I was last week instructed to inform 
the House that with one amendment in H. R. 7818, of which the S. 2982 
is a companion bill, the administration desired to support that bill as 
the administration bill, and I am here for that purpose today, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Case. What was that amendment, Mr. Secretary ? 
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Secretary Murray. The amendment is on page 3, line 5, where the 
words “may disc har ge” should be substituted for “shall be deemed to 
have discharged.” 

On line 10 the word “approved” should be stricken. 

On line 12, after the word “category,” there are to be added the 
words “approved by him.” 

Commissioner Du Pont, as you know, is here, and we are both here to 
answer any questions which the committee desires to ask. 

The CuarrmMan. Mr. Chairman, 

Senator Cass. Senator Martin. 

The Cuarrman. Might I ask: What would be the attitude of the 
Department relative to that section where it is provided that the one- 
half cent gas tax is to be reenacted ? 

I haven't had time to take this up with the chairman of the sub- 
committee, but I have had some complaint from some of our heads of 
highway departments that it is going to make it difficult for them to 
start in to plan now with that proviso in the bill. 

I don’t know what the Department would think about striking that 
out. 

Secretary Murray. Senator Martin, my instructions are this is the 
bill which the administration will support. 

The CHarman. I see. 

Secretary Murray. And I don’t know of any inconvenience that 
would be placed upon the State highway departments. 

The Cuarrman. In addition to that, it is not very good type of legis- 
lation. 

I am just worried about the precedent, in addition to that. 

That ismy own view. The other comes from certain highway super- 
intendents and commissioners. 

Secretary Murray. I think the purpose of that phraseology in the 
bill has to do with the facts we still have a very serious budgetary 
problem, and that there is at least some desire that if there be any 
question about the half-cent gas tax being reenacted, we should then 
rearrange our thinking on the overall amounts. 

The « HAIRMAN. Mr. Chairman, of course, everybody realizes I am 
one of the members of the Senate who is insisting on a balanced budget 
insofar as it is possible to make it, and I realize this one-half cent gas 
tax will aid a lot along that line; and, personally, I think, of course, 
it ought to be reenacted, or at least pass the committee before we 
would act finally on the ¢ appropr iation. 

Some secretaries are planning right now. Since the Department has 
approved these additional sums, they are beginning to lay their plans 
already that they are going to receive that money, and they are worried 
about that condition. 

Secretary Murray. I would think by the time that the apportion- 
ment—obviously, by the time the apportionment—would be made, we 
would have known, under any circumstances, what this situation 
would be. 

Senator Case. The Chair assumes that the discussion has reference 
to the proviso which appears at page 4 of the bill introduced by Sen- 
ator Martin, S. 2982, line 22, which reads: 

Provided further, That the Secretary of Commerce shall not apportion to the 


States the sum authorized by this section for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, 
unless a Federal excise tax on gasoline in the amount of not less than 2 cents 
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per gallon is in effect on December 31, 1954; and the Secretary of Commerce 
shall not apportion to the States the sum authorized by this section for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1957, unless a Federal excise tax on gasoline in the amount of 
not less than 2 cents per gallon is in effect on December 31, 1955. 

Secretary Murray. That is right. 

The CHarrman. Yes. 

Secretary Murray. That appears—— 

Senator Casr. That appears in the McGregor bill in the House. 

Secretary Murray. Yes. 

Senator Case. And Senator Martin’s bill. 

Secretary Murray. And Senator Martin’s bill in the Senate. 

Senator Case. It does not appear in the other bill. 

Is it true this would represent a distinct departure in highway leg- 
islation to carry specific reference to the gasoline tax and tie the ‘high- 
way apportionment up to it? 

Secretary Murray. I think there was no intention of that happen- 
ing, Senator Case. 

I think the intention in here was purely a budgetary one. 

We have very serious budgetary restrictions, and this bill, as you 
know, contemplates a substantial increase in the amount of Federal 
authorization which it was felt we could afford, provided our tax 
structure remained roughly the same to bring in roughly the same 
amount of revenue as presently. 

Senator Case. If it should appear in the legislation this time, do 
you think that would be considered as a precedent to keep it in future 
legislation ? 

Secretary Murray. Of course, anything that appears once certainly 
does establish a precedent of some sort. 

Senator Case. Is it a desirable precedent from the standpoint of 
the Commerce Department? 

Secretary Murray. That is a hard one to answer, Senator. 

In the conversations which we have had there has been no thought 
that this should be considered as constituting linkage. 

It has been thought this constitutes a practical budgetary problem 
which needs to be worked out, one with the other, and that provided 
there are adequate funds in the general fund, represented by a 2-cent 
gasoline tax, the administration is willing to support a bill of this size. 

Senator Casr. Whatever the thought was of the Department or the 
administration in recommending that proposal in there, when it is 
attached directly to the paragraph which deals with funds, and then 
says “provided further” and Siatinah allocations upon the existence 
of that tax, it is almost impossible to avoid the thought in the lay mind 
that they are linked together. 

Secretary Murray. Well, that may be. That was not the intention. 

Senator Casr. What is the reason that the bill or the recommenda- 
tions of the Department did not include anything for public lands or 
defense-access roads? 

Secretary Murray. I would like to have Mr. Du Pont answer the 
question with respect to public lands later on because I think that is 
incorporated in this bill. 

As far as the access highways are concerned, it has been thought 
that, since the primary interest in access highways rests mainly with 
the Department of Defense and with the Atomic Energy Commission, 
those items, that is, the items for construction of access roads, should 
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be properly in the budget of those two Departments, with the Bureau 
of Public Roads naturally being available for technical and construc- 
tion purposes. 

That matter is at this point in the hands of the Bureau of the Budget 
for their consideration. 

The Department of Commerce has strongly recommended that access 
roads revert to the agencies of the primary interest, they being in the 
best shape to justify the amounts which are requested. 

Senator Case. In many instances the access roads have been parts 
of the primary system, that is, improvements of segments of the 
primary system, and of the secondary system for that matter, have 
been made under allocations for the funds for access roads. 

I am just wondering what kind of situation we will have if the 
military goes into the business of improving segments of the Federal 
primary system. 

Secretary Murray. Administratively, Mr. Chairman, we don’t feel 
that is necessary at all. We feel that the items should be incorporated 
and justified and defended by the primary agencies 

At the same time we have made it very clear to the Bureau of me 
Budget then upon transfer of funds, if that should be a desirable way 
of doing it, the Bureau of Public Roads is in a very good position to 
work out with the States and has the greatest knowledge within the 
Federal Government of how to work these matters out with the States, 
and that the facilities of the Bureau of Public Roads will be available 
to both the Defense Department and to the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion. 

Senator Case. Does basic law permit you to receive funds from any 
of the departments in the Department of Defense to augment your 
funds or State funds. 

Secretary Murray. I think so. 

Senator Kucue.. You mean by that there is a basic right to trans- 
fer funds between agencies, Senator, so that defense funds could be 
fed into the Department of Commerce budget by appropriate adminis- 
trative decision ? 

Senator Casr. Yes. I was thinking of the mechanics of the thing 
both ways. In the first place, do the Defense Departments have the 
authority to transfer funds for that purpose without special legis- 
lation ? 

Second, how do those funds get to the man who does the work. 

The Federal-aid allocations are made to the States according to 
the formula upon proper certification. How would you transfer 
money from the Defense Department to the State agency which actu- 
ally contracts for the improvement of a segment of the road that is 
part of the Federal primary or Federal secondary system ? 

Secretary Murray. Well, we feel that a transfer of funds from one 
departme nt of the Bureau of Public Roads, as far as the access roads 
situation is concerned, could be handled as it has always been handled 
before. There has been a tie-in. 

Senator Case. But you don’t pay the contractor? 

Secretary Murray. There has been a tie-in between the various 
States and the Bureau of Public Roads, but on the amount which 
goes for access roads 

Senator Case. Perhaps I don’t make myself clear, but I recall a 
couple of years ago we had an access roads project out in the State 
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of Washington, where there were two or three military establishments 
located, and the road which was getting the allocation, proposed to 
get the allocation, was a portion of the main highway. 

I also know of a similar instance in my own State, near an airbase, 
where the access road was in effect the principal highway, but the 
increase of traffic due to the presence of a military installation re- 
quired a widening of the road or the creation of a divided highway 
for a certain stretch. Now, that money came from the access roads 
fund, and there was authority for transferring that to the States so 
they could take care of the contractor who did the job. 

I am just wondering 

Secretary Murray. I think it is very important for the Bureau of 
Public Roads, and we have so informed the Bureau of the Budget, 
to keep in touch with the States because they have the greatest know]- 
edge of the working arrangements between the States and the Fed- 
eral Government. 

I am not a lawyer, but I am told that it can be possible for a trans- 
fer of funds to take place and to have the Defense Department with 
the primary interest, request and justify the funds and have the 
Bureau of Public Roads take over the responsibility from that point 
on, as they always have in the past. 

Senator Case. Your Solicitor is present this morning, isn’t he? 

Secretary Murray. Yes, sir; he is here. 

Senator Case. I would suggest that he check existing legislation to 
be sure, and the clerk suggests to me that possibly in the act of 1932 
there is authority whereby that can be accomplished; but the reason 
I raised the question, if the legislation this year should leave out all 
reference to access roads, is whether or not there is authority without 
additional legislation to take transfers from military funds and get 
them in the hands of the contracting agency that actually builds the 
road. 

If the steps are clear, we perhaps don’t need to consider it; but I do 
think we ought to know that before we leave out all reference to access 
roads in the legislation. 

Secretary Murray. Right. 

It is my understanding if the Bureau of the Budget does approve the 
suggestion of the Department, which they are working on now, and 
that if legislation is required, that legislation will be requested to im- 
plement the program. 

There is no thought in the minds of anyone for eliminating funds for 
access roads. We realize the importance for that. 

Senator Case. Do you have a transfer clause in the legislation which 
you are recommending also for this authority to permit a transfer of 
not to exceed 25 percent ? 

Secretary Murray. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. That appears on page 3, starting with line 12 of the 
Martin bill. 

That proposal was before the committee 2 years ago when we worked 
out the existing highway legislation. The committee, after consid- 
erable consideration, did not include it. 

What reason would you think exists now for including it since it was 
specifically considered and excluded 2 years ago? 

Secretary Murray. Well, Mr. Chairman, the reason for including 
it was to allow a greater amount of flexibility and to give the States 
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an opportunity to assess their situation and, as vou know, there have 
been several instances where in the past States have not been able to 
pick up all their funds under one particular system and, yet, still had 
a deficiency on one of the other systems, and this would simply allow 
greater flexibility than has been in the act in the past ; and it was, there- 
fore, included for consideration of the Congress. 

Senator Case. You have already suggested a modification of the 
amendment or the proviso relating to the secondary system. 

The idea of making it possible for the secondary money to be made 

: 
available to the States for expenditure without as much direction as 
has previously been exercised under the secondary system by the 
Bureau of Public Roads is included in language which I placed in 8S. 
2859, and I should like to read both sections to you and then ask for 
your comment as to any value of one language over the other. 

As provided in the Martin bill, the language at page 3 would read, 
with the amendment you have suggested, as follows: 

Provided further, That in the case of those sums apportioned to any State for 
projects on the Federal-aid secondary highway system, the Secretary of Com- 
merce may discharge his responsibility relative to the plans, design, inspection 
and construction of such secondary road projects upon his receipt and approval 
of a certified statement by the State highway department setting forth that the 
plans, design, and construction for such projects are in accord with the stand- 


ards and procedures of the respective States applicable to projects in this cate- 
gory approved by him. 


The language in S. 2859 appears at the bottom of page 2 and reads: 


Provided, That nothwithstanding any provisions of section 6 of the Federal 
Aid Highway Act or of section 13 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act, the Federal 
share payable on account of any project or projects on the Federal-aid secondary 
highway system shall be paid to the authorized State official directly upon 
certification by the State highway department that such project or projects 
have been constructed or reconstructed with the approval of said State highway 
department. 

Secretary Murray. As I understand the two bills, the provisions in 
S. 2982, with the amendment, make it permissive for the Secretary of 
Commerce to make more flexible the relations between the Federal 
Government and the States on the secondary systems, provided he is 
satisfied that the plans and construction of the projects meet a stand- 
ard satisfactory to him. 

I believe that in Senate 2859 his requirement to make these pay- 
ments is more mandatory than would be the case in the other bill. 

Senator Case. The amendment you are suggesting changes the man- 
datory feature in the other bill to permissive? 

Secretary Murray. We are suggesting it be made permissive; yes, 
sir. 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question now? 

Senator Case. Senator. 

Senator STenNIs. Permissive now for what? 

Secretary Murray. Permissive for the Secretary of Commerce, in 
his judgment, to pay to the States funds for secondary projects pro- 
vided that he is satisfied that the projects are in accord with standards 
and procedures of the States and approved by him. 

Senator Stennis. May I ask another question there: Do you mean 
he can pay the funds or not pay them to the States after they have 
been apportioned to them or set up in the bill that they would get a 
certain percent ? 

Secretary Murray. This makes it permissive enough that he can 
continue to do as he is doing now or continue the same standards that 
we have at this point. 
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It is a matter, I think, of Federal policy that funds are not paid 
from the Federal Treasury to any other political subdivision without 
making sure that they are spent in line with certain standards and 
specifications, and I would think if a project came in that did not 
meet those the Secretary then would have the right to disapprove the 
project, as, of course, he has now. 

Senator Stennis. Yes. I was going to say that is the present law. 
There is a. change. How does it change the present law, 1f at all? 

Secretary Murray. It simply changes it on the basis that the Secre- 
tary may, if satisfied that the stand: irds of a particular State are up 
to the standards that should be specified by him, to make it possible 
with less administrative procedure than we have had at this par- 
ticular point, pay the funds out to the State. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Chairman, if I may interrupt—— 

Senator Case. Senator Kerr. 

Senator Kerr. I was called to the phone. 

Is the witness talking about the secondary roads ¢ 

Secretary Morray. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. He is. 

Senator Kerr. I would be very grateful if I might have it identi- 
fied in the bill and then if he might—— 

Senator Casr. Senator Kerr, the proviso in S. 2859, the bill which I 
introduced, appears at the bottom of page 2 and the top of page 3. It 
is the last “provided” on that page. 

The language in the bill introduced by Senator Martin and which 
the Secretary is supporting appears at line 2 on page 3, with some 
modification. 

The language of the bill as introduced carried the words “shall be 
deemed to have discharged his responsibility.” The Secretary pro- 
posed an amendment to make it read “may discharge his responsibil- 
ity.” 

Secretary Murray. The State highway departments, Mr. Chairman, 
as you know, have pretty well grown up and become of age, and most 
of them are operating on a very high level of proficiency. 

As I mentioned before, over $5 billion were spent last year on con- 
struction and maintenance pnvdnehont the country, of which roughly 
a half a billion dollars was Federal funds and the remainder was based 
on State or local funds. 

They conduct a very big operation. In most cases they are very 
able and very qualified to handle the highway picture. 

Senator Casr. But I think some of them aren’t. So, you want to re- 
tain discretionary power. 

Secretary Murray. The administrative problem of the secondary 
roads represents a very heavy burden on the Bureau of Public Roads, 
and it was felt that the States do operate generally on a high level of 
standards here and that in this one partic ular field we would be justi- 
fied in turning over to them a greater responsibility, continuing as al- 
ways, since Federal funds are being used, a responsibility to see that 
they were in line with proper standards. 

Senator Kucue.. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Senator Cask. Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Kucue.. I wonder whether or not in the original wording 
of the bill you have pretty much administrative authority now so 
that the language that you suggest be added doesn’t change your rights 
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on lines 7 and 8 of the printed bill. It reads, in part, “upon his re- 
ceipt and approv al of a certified statement by the State highway 
department.” Actually, if you refused, for such reason as you be- 
lieved to be appropriate, to approve the certified statement of the 
State highway department—— 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Case. Senator Martin. 

The Cuarrman. Would you wait just a moment? 

Would you let me make a statement relative to the bill that you call 
the Martin bill? 

I want the committee to understand that I introduced that bill in 
order that we might have it before us for consideration, and I want 
the committee to go into it—well, I will use the word—ruthlessly, be- 
cause I think the most important thing confronting the people of 
the United States, from an internal standpoint, is the matter of roads, 
and that is the reason I put this bill in. I wanted it so we would 
have everything before us for consideration. 

I wanted to make that statement before the Senator left. 

Senator Cass. Mr. Chairman—TI say Mr. Chairman respectfully to 
the chairman of the Public Works Committee—in referring to the 
bill as the Martin bill, I was doing it for convenience of reference 
here. 

The Cuarrman. That is perfectly all right. I just wanted it under- 
stood I have no pride of authorship because I didn’t have anything 
to do with the authorship, although I did sit in on a good many con- 
ferences; but what I am interested in is to get the best possible legis- 
lation we can get for the road program in our country. That is my 
only interest. 

Senator Kucnex. To dispose of this point, if we can dispose of it 
and move on to something else, is it not true, in your judgment, that 
since you have the responsibility of receiving and of approving the 
State’s certified statement, if you did not approve it would be tanta- 
mount to withholding funds which otherwise you would be allocating, 
so that under the present wording you would have the discretionary 
right, would you not, under the “receipt and approval” authority 
given to the Department ? 

Secretary Murray. Senator, lam nota lawyer. I am told that this 
language is desirable to guarantee the permissive aspects of the bill 
and to make it flexible. 

Senator Kucuet. I agree with the thinking of the Department com- 
pletely, and I would have no objection to the addition of that lan- 
guage, mainly because I think you have sufficient discretionary au- 
thority in the present wording of that section. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Senator Casr. Senator Kerr. 

Senator Kerr. I would like for the witness to tell me again why i 
is he recommends this language. 

Secretary Murray. This language in contrast to the language in 
the other bill? 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Secretary Murray. Well, it is desired to give—both bills give— 
greater amount of flexibility to the States, insofar as the secondary 
system is concerned. 
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Senator Kerr. What do you mean by “giving the States a greater 
amount of flexibility” ? , é 

Secretary Murray. What we are trying to do, Senator, in here is 
that on the basis that the State highway departments are generally 
pretty proficient, and because of the rather heavy administrative re- 
sponsibility which comes from a Federal supervision and administra- 
tion of the secondary road system, it seems that it would be desirable 
to allow the States on the secondary system, without a great deal of 
supervision from the Bureau of Public Roads, to go ahead with their 
plans on the secondary system, and provided they did so in line with 
standards that were approved by the Secretary to pay out the funds, 
too. 

Senator Kerr. Where is that language, provided they did so in line 
with the plans and requirements of the Secretary 4 

Secretary Murray. I don’t quite understand the question. 

Senator Kerr. With respect to the last part of the statement which 
you just made, where is the language, in line with standards approved 
by the Secretary ? 

Secretary Murray. Well, it would be on page 3, lines 10, 11, and 12. 

Senator Casr. And possibly it should be pointed out that the Sec- 
retary’s recommendation for amendment included adding the words 
“approved by him” after the word “category” in line 12. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

What I am concerned about, Mr. Chairman, is this: We have in 
the past made great effort, and with some success, to give not only the 
local identity more voice in the matter of selection of projects and 
plans for projects, but also the State highway departments more 
authority in the matter of approval of plans and projects within the 
State, and to have it fixed so that both would be less restricted by 
requirements from the Federal Bureau of Public Roads than had 
theretofore been the case. 

What I am trying to determine is whether or not the language of 
this bill and the amendment would recapture some of that power to 
restrict and control by the Bureau of Public Roads, by lessening the 
power and authority, both in the local districts and the State highway 
departments. 

Secretary Murray. Well, frankly, Senator, we feel it does just the 
opposite. In fact, that is the purpose in here. 

There are two factors involved: One, we think the State highway 
departments are pretty good departments. We think they know 
more about the requirements in the State than the Federal Government 
can possibly know. 

Now, the States vary according to climate, economic conditions, 
down to such things as the difference between gravel and subsoil in 
one State as against another State, and we think the States pretty well 
know their own situations. Nevertheless, at the present time, the way 
the secondary system is administered under the supervision of the 
Bureau of Public Roads, it is very necessary for the Bureau, Commis- 
sioner Du Pont’s organization, after a project has been submitted, to 
have it approved by the local Federal Bureau of Roads people. It 
can come from there into a district headquarters. It can come from 
there into Washington for approval. It can go back down by the same 
route. 
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We get involved in tremendous administrative detail on appannal of 
the secondary roads. We can get ourselves in a great deal of super- 
visory work over the secondary road system. 

This simply seeks to cut through all that red tape and simply say 
that if the State is operating on proper standards, which represent 
standards that are agreeable to the Secretary, and which they have to 
be at the moment under the present setup, we cut through all the red 

tape and, upon certification, pay the funds to the State. We will cut 
down a great deal on our own administrative overhead, and I think 
we will—we hope—be able to get at this problem more rapidly. 

Senator Kerr. Let me say, Mr. Chairman, if they are seeking to 
give the local units and the State highway departments more power 
in the matter of these secondary roads, I am thoroughly for it. 

Secretary Murray. That is the intent. 

Senator Kerr. That is the reason that I was quite anxious to be 
certain as to your interpretation of what this language would do. 

Secretary Murray. That is our intent, and, Senator, you know far 
better than I what you can get involved in in administrative pro- 
cedures when you start supervising and inspecting and approval, and 
that sort of thing, of any Federal or any project in which we are 
interested. 

Senator Kerr. How, then, does the addition of the language at line 
12, “approved by him,” operate to increase rather than diminish their 
prerogative. 

Secretary Murray. At the moment, every project involved in the 
secondary roads program, or in any part of the Federal-aid program, 
has to be approved by the Bureau of Public Roads for the Secretary 
of Commerce. We not only do that, but we inspect; we disapprove or 
we approve. 

The thing we are planning to do, or hope to do, on this is to make 
sure that certain standards are met, that the work that the States 
expect to do at least meet certain standards. 

Senator Kerr. I thought you said that was the requirement now. 

Secretary Murray. It is the requirement now, plus a great amount 
of administrative overhead and checking and rechecking between us 
and the States. 

Senator Kerr. It looks to me like you are reinforcing and fortifying 
and strengthening both your right and your duty to require that not 
only projects but standards be approved by you rather than lessening 
them. 

Secretary Murray. Well, I don’t know 

Senator Hotianp. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt just a minute? 

Senator Case. Senator Holland. 

Senator Hottanp. As I understand it, at present the duty is upon 
the Federal agent to discover by inspection, if necessary, and by in- 
a ahead of time, and approvs al of the plans and specifications, 
that the standards are being adhered to, whereas you propose under 
this wording to make it possible by mere certification by the State 
and approval of that certification to dispense with the detail duty of 
the inspection in the field and inspection of the plans and approval of 
the plans specifically by the Federal agency; is that correct? 

Secretary Murray. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. I would think he would do that, Senator, and I 
would like you to advise me if you don’t also, by the language of the 
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bill, more readily and more completely than he would if he adds the 
words “approved by him.” 

Senator Hotianp. I don’t believe the Senator was here when that 
wording was added. That wording was added when the word “ap- 
proved” was stricken in line 10; and, as I understood it, it was sim aly 
clarifying, to make it clear that word “approved” in line 10 related to 
approval of standards by the Secretary of Commerce. 

It wasn’t any addition. It was just a clarification of wording al- 
ready in the bill. 

Senator Case. It makes clear approval is by the Secretary rather 
than approval by the State. 

Senator Kucnex. I want to be sure I understand your answer to the 
question of the Senator from Florida. 

Do I understand that today, before an allocation is made, the De- 
partment reserves the right to reserve such a Federal investigation 
as it wants to before approval, but that under this bill the word “ap- 
proval” would be merely confined to the approval of a certified state- 
ment, Which comes in before you. 

Secretary Murray. No: no. It would not be. The Secretary, as 
is generally the case in any Federal expenditure, would keep some 
string on the funds that are advancedto other subdivisions. 

Senator Kucue.. And you would reserve the right to continue the 
same type of appropriate field inquiry that you exercise today ¢ 

Secretary Murray. No: we would not. It would be possible, it is 
felt, to set standards which, if they were met, would make it possible 
~ the Secretary, upon certification by a State. 

Senator Kucnet. How would you determine that they were met? 

Secretary Murray. Well, the certification by the State. 

Senator Kucuet. In other words, it would be a certification which 
would say they had been met, and you would rely on that statement? 
Secretary Murray. I would think to a very considerable extent; 

yes. 

* Senator Kucuen. And today when allocations of moneys are made 
to States you do not rely on a statement, but make an independent in- 
quiry ¢ 

Secretary Murray. Well, we send inspectors out on the projects. 

Senator Kucne.. Yes, and you don’t propose to continue doing 
that ? 

Secretary Murray. No,sir. 

Senator Kcucnex. Under this legislation ? 

Secretary Murray. No, sir. 

Senator Casr. It might be helpful if we had the basic law read into 
the record at this point. 

The clerk has just handed me the 1919 act, which carries the basic 
requirements in this respect, under section 6, and reads in part as fol- 
lows: 





That any State desiring to avail itself of the benefits of this act shall, by its 
State highway department, submit to the Secretary of Agriculture— 
and I interpolate there that, of course, the powers of the Secretary of 
Commerce are those that have been inherited by various legislation 


from the Secretary of Agriculture and subsequent agencies handling 
the Federal Bureau of Public Roads— 


project statements setting forth proposed construction of any rural post road or 
roads therein. If the Secretary of Agriculture approves a project, the State high- 
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way department shall furnish to him such surveys, plans, specifications and esti- 
mates therefor as he may require: Provided, however, That the Secretary of 
Agriculture shall approve only such projects as may be substantial in character 
and the expenditure of funds hereby authorized shall be applied only to such 
improvements. 

Items included for engineering inspection and unforeseen contingencies shall 
not exceed 10 per centum of the total estimated cost of the work. 


Then there follows language about the handling of the funds and 
certification of the Secretary of the Treasury. 

Then it goes on: 

That when the Secretary of Agriculture shall find that any project approved 
by him has been constructed or reconstructed in compliance with said plans and 
specifications, he shall cause to be paid to the proper authorities of said State 
the amount set aside for said project. 

Then there follow some limiting provisos with respect to the por- 
tions paid and the progress of the work. 

rhe subsequent act of 1921 carries a little further language, which 
in section 12 says: 

That the construction and reconstruction of the highways or parts of high- 
ways under the provisions of this act, and all contracts, plans, specifications, 
and estimates relating thereto, shall be undertaken by the State highway depart- 
ment and subject to the approval of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

The construction and reconstruction work and labor in each State shall be 
done in accordance with its laws and under the direct supervision of the State 
highway department, subject to the inspection and approval of the Secretary 
of Agriculture and in accordance with the rules and regulations pursuant to thie 


Act. 

There is some other language relating to percentage payments. 

Senator Kerr. The language I am thinking about, Mr. Chairman, 
is in Public Law 769, ‘ethlees this secondary sound project was really set 
up, as I understand it now exists. I read it to the chairman: 

A hundred and fifty million dollars for projects of the Federal aid secondary 
highway system, or as hereafter may be added to such system, in accordance 
with the provisions in paragraph B— 
and so forth— 
provided that such funds shall be expended on the secondary and feeder roads, 
farm-to-market roads, rural mail routes, public school bus routes, local rural 
roads, county roads, township roads and roads of the county road class, with 
types of construction that can be maintained at reasonable cost to provide all- 
weather service, and the projects for construction shall be selective and the 
specifications with respect thereto shall be determined by the State highway 
department and the appropriate local officials in cooperation with each other. 

My understanding of that law is that, with reference to the second- 
ary project, took from the Federal Bureau of Roads the right which 
the Secretar y, as I have understood him, indicates that they ‘still have. 

That is my conception of the law. That was my conception of the 
purpose of the law. I didn’t know it had been changed. 

I would be greatly disappointed, and I believe the chairman would, 
too, if it were changed, and what I am trying to determine for myself 
and the committee is whether or not the language which is in this bill 
would change it, and I am of the opinion it would. 

Senator Casr. Of course, the language which is in the bill S. 2859, 
if I may say this, Senator, would make clear the language was not 
changed because on page 3 of S. 2859 

Senator Kerr. I thought he was referring to 2982. 

Senator Case. Yes; the Sec retary was, but the language in S. 2859 
would provide that the funds should be paid to the authorized State 
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official directly upon certification by the State highway department 
that such project or projects have been construc ted or reconstructed 
with the approval of said State highway department. 

Senator Kerr. Where is that, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Case. That appears at the top of page 3 of bill S. 2859. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Senator Case. That would buttress the provision which was in the 
bill 2 years ago or—— 

Senator Kerr. The Senator from California has been talking and 
the Senator from Florida as though they assume this secondary 
money could not be paid out unless it was spent on projects, the stand- 
ards of which had been fixed or approved by the Bureau of Public 
Roads; and the witness, as I have understood him, indicated that his 
assumption was that they not only had that right, but that duty. 

Senator Case. Of course, you must keep in mind there are two 
different things: Specification is one thing; inspection is something 
else, and I am afraid the language of 2 years ago didn’t repeal it. 

Senator Kerr. Youare afraid what ? 

Senator Casr. I think the language of 2 years ago did not repeal 
the authority of the Secretary to inspect. It may have gone to stand- 
ards. 

Senator Kerr. I would feel this way about it, and I think the chair- 
man shares my views: That, whatever the bill did, I would look with 
great disfavor upon any language i in any bill that would change what- 
ever the language in Public Law 769 did. 

Secretary Murray. Well, the intent in this bill is certainly to give 
greater leeway and greater flexibility. 

Senator Kerr. I share that intent. I would love to see that done. 

Secretary Murray. That is the complete intent. 

Senator Case. Mr. Secretary, I would like to invite your attention 
to sections 10 and 11 of S. 2859, on page 11. 

The first, section 10, proposes that the Commissioner of Public 
Roads be authorized and directed to make a study of the progress and 
feasibility of toll roads, with particular attention to the possible effects 
of such toll roads upon the Federal-aid highway programs, and make 
a report of his findings, including recommendations with respect to 
Federal participation in toll roads, to be submitted to the Congress 
not later than April 1, 1955, provided that not to exceed $100,000 from 
funds available from administrative expenses shall be expended for 
the purposes of this section. 

In prior legislation we have had somewhat similar language which 
went to safety studies, highway safety studies. This is an adapta- 
tion of that same idea, to make it possible to expend not to exceed 
$100,000 from the administrative funds of the agency on a toll-road 
study with a report not later than April 1, 1955. 

What would be the attitude of the Department with respect to that 
proposal ? 

Secretary Murray. I think the Department of Commerce would be 
perfectly willing to undertake such a study, if directed. 

It is certainly obvious that the toll-road concept offers some real 
hope of helping to alleviate the deficiency, certainly in those areas of 
high density traffic, and at a time w hen the magnitude of our defi- 
ciency is a reasonably serious one any steps that can be taken to allevi- 
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ate the problem I would think would certainly merit study and should 


pay some real dividends. 
Senator Casz. Then section 11, immediately below that, proposes: 
At any time that the President may determine upon the advice of the Council 
of Economic Advisers that the level of national employment is such as to war- 
rant an increase in the volume of highway construction, he is hereby authorized 
to advance the effective dates of any authorizations in this act, except the 
authorizations in section 5— 


and that is the one that relates to the foreign allocation, the Inter- 
American Highway— 

to a date not more than one year earlier than the dates which would otherwise 
become effective. 

Would you care to comment on that ? 

It doesn’t require, but would permit the President to speed up the 
program, on the advice of the Council of Economic Advisers, if the 
level of national employment is such to warrant an increase in the 
volume of highway construction. 

Secretary Murray. I have no particular comment on that, except 
that has been advanced to you for your consideration and is incor- 
porated in the administration bill, with the hope you will favorably 
consider it. 

Senator Kucuzt. Is there a similar provision in the administration 
bill ? 

Secretary Murray. I beg your pardon. I beg your pardon. I am 
looking at the wrong one. 

I get my bills mixed up, Senator. 

Senator Gore. In other words, the administration hasn’t asked for 
that much ? 

Secretary Murray. We have not asked for that; that is correct. 

Senator Casr. Are there further questions? 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Casr. Senator Bush. 

Senator Busu. Does the Secretary care to comment on this 2-cent 
gas tax? 

Is there any consideration of recommending the abolition of this 
2-cent Federal gas tax at the present time ? 

Secretary Murray. That is not contemplated in this bill. 

This bill contemplates the continuation of the 2-cent gasoline tax. 

Senator Busu. I understand that matter is under consideration by 
the Study Commission on Intergovernmental Relationships. 

Secretary Murray. That is correct. 

That committee has had working a subcommittee on highways as 
one of their projects, and the subcommittee, as you know, has reported 
to the full committee. 

Senator Busu. Did they ask you to testify on that subject ? 

Secretary Murray. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busu. And you recommended the continuation of the 2-cent 
gas tax? 

Secretary Murray. The position of the Bureau of Public Roads and 
of the Department was simply to supply information which was 
requested by the committee. 

It is my understanding that the study of the subcommittee is now 
before the full committee for whatever action they desire to take. 
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Senator Upron. Under Senate bill 2859, does the Department or 
Bureau have any control over the expenditure of funds relating to the 
funds for secondary highways? 

I can’t see it. Iam reading the bill. . 

Secretary Murray. Well, in the bill we feel we keep a string 
attached to the funds that will be spent on the secondary system. We 
feel it is a very much lighter string than has been the case in the past, 
but we still feel that we at least assure the Federal Government that 
their funds will be well spent. . ; 

Senator Uprox. You are referring now to the administration bill? 

Secretary Murray. Yes. 

Senator Upron. The so-called Martin bill ? 

Secretary Murray. Yes. 

Senator Upron. I don’t find any similar provisions in the other bill. 

Secretary Murray. We feel that is a difference betwen the two bills. 

Senator Casr. I think that is a fair observation. 

Senator Kerr. I must say that is one conclusion with which I com- 
pletely agree. 

Senator Casr. That is, the only requirement is that it shall be certi- 
fied by the State highway department that the project has been con- 
structed or reconstructed with the approval of that department 

Senator Upron. Does the Bureau 

Senator Case. And since the provision that the Secretary has men- 
tioned, that the State highway departments have established engineer- 
ing departments now and have standards, and if they meet the stand- 
ards of the State, that is all the Federal Government would ask. 

Senator Kerr. No; that is not what the bill means. 

Senator Casge. That is not ? 

Senator Kerr. That is not the meaning of the language the Secre- 
tary has suggested. 

Senator Case. No, but we are referring to S. 2859. 

Senator Kerr. Oh. 

Senator Case. Mr. Secretary, was the recommendation for increas- 
ing the funds allocated for primary, secondary, urban, and interstate 
based at all on the increase in the cost of highway construction as com- 
pared perhaps not with last year or the second year back, but with the 
years prior to 1940? 

Secretary Murray. Well, Mr. Chairman, I think the basic consider- 
ation in both of these bills, as a matter of fact, has been the realization 
that we have got a problem of real magnitude and real concern, both 
from our economic point of view and from the standpoint of national 
defense, and it was decided to generally step up the amount of Federal 
participation; and, as far as I know, the amount was decided just on 
the basis that there needed to be a stepping up with real emphasis 
placed upon the interstate system. 

Senator Case. Then why, in your recommendations, do you not 
include any increase for forest highways, forest roads and trails, park- 
ways and trails, parkways and Indian roads? That is, the amount that 
is suggested in the so-called administration bill is exactly the amount 
in the present law. 

Secretary Murray. The amount, for example, in the forest high- 
way, which contrasts to your Federal-aid bill, which is a mandatory 
expenditure, represents permissive expenditure and, as you know, 
there has never been a time when the amount actually appropriated 
for forest highways—I think 1 year the amount appropriated equaled 
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the amount of the amount of the authorization, but the language is 
permissive, and, if it were deemed desirable as an overall budgetary 
matter, the amount appropriated could be increased up to the full 
authorization. 

Senator Case. I think that is true, that the appropriation generally 
has not equaled the authorization, but I think it is also true 
the authorization, the larger the appropriation ; and the history would 
show that if you feel that these road programs suffer deficiencies or 
face the same increased cost of construction that the other categories 
do, and you want to get more money there, the authorization has to 
be increased. For example, I remember when the Indian roads had a 
limit of $6 million in the authorization. They didn’t get the 6. When 
the authorization was increased to 10, they did get 7, and, yet, there 
is a tremendous deficiency of roads in the Indian country, and in forest 
roads, too. In many cases the forest roads are part of the primary 
system. 

Secretary Murray. I think the level, for example, has been low 
enough below the authorization, as a historic fact, that if it were de- 
sirable to spend an additional amount of money it could be spent 
within the current authorization. 

Senator Case. Are there any further questions ? 

Senator Hotianp. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question 
relative to section 2 of the Martin bill, 2982, which, I understand, with 
certain changes suggested by the witness, has become the adminis- 
tration bill. 

That is correct, isn’t it ? 

Secretary Murray. That is correct. 

Senator Hottanp. Mr. Chairman, in the first instance, I would like 
to say that, as all the members of this committee know, since the in- 
ception of the gasoline tax by the Federal Government there has never 
been heretofore any willingness of the Federal Government to consider 
the gasoline tax as creating a specific fund for road construction under 
the Federal-aid system ; and I am encouraged by the latter portion of 
section 2 to feel that perhaps that policy is at last being changed, and 
it is because I think we ought to explore that that I want to ask some 
questions at this time. 

I note that it is provided that none of the $200 million provided as 
Federal aid for the interstate system for the years 1956 and 1957 is 
to be made available unless a Federal excise tax on gasoline in the 
amount of not less than 2 cents per gallon is in effect on the 31st of 
December of 1954 and 1955, respec tively. 

Does that indicate that the half-cent gas tax, which will go out of 
existence within a few weeks unless it is renewed by Congress, is re- 
garded by the administration under this bill as creating a specific fund 
for the construction or the assistance in constructing the interstate 
highway system ? 

Secretary Murray. Senator, it is my understanding that it does not; 
that this represents purely a budgetary problem at a time of great 
budgetary stress; that we have a serious highway deficiency on the one 
hand and we have a serious budgetary deficienc y on the other hand. 

If the general fund does not suffer the loss of a half cent for gaso- 
line, it would then meet with the approval of the administration to 
have from the general fund a larger amount of money spent on high- 
ways, namely, this $200 million on the interstate system. 
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Senator Casr. Would the Senator permit me to suggest an obser- 
vation ? 

Isn’t this linked wholly to the interstate fund under the language 
you are proposing ¢ As. 

Secretary Murray. It has not been desired to upset the traditional 
45-30-25 relationship in the normal historic Federal-aid highway bill. 

It is desired to get on with the deficiency on the interstate system, 
if we can afford to do so. Whether we can afford to do so somewhat 
depends on the revenues which are taken in; and, therefore, the two 
go hand in hand, without any intimation that there is any linkage 
involved between the half cent on the gasoline tax and the expendi- 
tures on the interstate system. 

Senator Case. But under this language there would be no interstate 
fund if the tax falls below 2 cents. 

Secretary Murray. If the general fund does not receive the 2- 
cent gasoline tax, we feel we cannot afford the additional expendi- 
ture for highways; that is correct. 

Senator Hotianp. As a practical matter, you do link the reenact- 
ment of this one-half cent gas tax that otherwise will soon expire 
to the appropriation or the authorization for the interstate system. 

Secretary Murray. As a practical matter, if we can afford to do 
this expenditure on the interstate system, we would like to do so. 
Whether we can or not depends upon the amount of gasoline tax. 

Senator Hoiianp. In other words, you think that the ability of the 
Federal Government to do anything for the construction of its inter- 
state system depends wholly on whether or not this addition half-cent 
gas tax is levied by act of Congress ? 

Secretary Murray. It is the feeling we would need this additional 
tax in the general fund in order to support this program. 

Senator Hottanp. The alternative to the nonenactment or the non- 
reenactment of the one-half cent gas tax, which will soon expire, is 
that there will be no Federal aid for the interstate system on a special, 
eepenete basis, apart from the traditional primary, secondary, and 
urban systems ? 

Secretary Murray. I would assume, according to this language, if 
the half cent were not enacted, it would be felt we could not afford 
this program this year. 

Senator Hottanp. Would the administration be agreeable to the 
additional one-half cent of gas tax, which will soon expire, with the 
provision that all collections from that one-half cent tax be extended 
to Federal aid for the interstate system ? 

Secretary Murray. I think I would have to send a telegram back 
for instructions on that one, Senator. 

Senator HoLttanp. Would you, please ? 

Secretary Murray. It has been a traditional policy of the Treasury, 
as you know, not to link the expenditure of funds for any specific 
purpose, with any specific tax. This is not thought to do, and my 
re prior to any further clarification would have to be based upon 
that. 

Senator Hotianp. I request that you get that communication, if you 
will, and then supplement your testimony of today with a statement 
as to whether or not the administration will be agreeable to earmark- 
ing the collections of the one-half cent additional gas tax for Federal 
aid for the interstate system. 
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Secretary Murray. That would represent a basic departure, as you 
know, from anything in the past. 

Senator Hottanp. I realize that perfectly well, and it seems to me 
that in substance the administration has taken that basis of departure, 
whether it wishes it to be so considered or not, in this language that is 
placed in the administration bill, S. 2982. 

Secretary Murray. Well, as a practical matter 

Senator Hotzanp. I see no possible construction that could be 
placed upon the provisions of the proviso under which the Secretary of 
Commerce is permitted to participate by Federal-aid program in in- 
terstate highway construction to the extent of 200 million a year for 
the years 1956 and 1957, provided the additional one-half cent gas tax 
is enacted, and he isn’t permitted to do so if that additional one-half 
cent gas tax is not enacted. 

I haven’t been able to follow the Secretary’s reasoning, but I would 
like for him to state how he can possibly justify that provision in the 
bill, except as a linkage with the re-enactment of the one-half cent 
gas tax. 

Secretary Murray. Well, as a practical matter, this gets down to 
adding up what your revenues are going to be to the general fund and 
what your expenditures are going to be out of the general fund. 

Senator Hotianp. Of course, the revenues to the general fund come 
from many other sources. 

Secretary Murray. That is correct. 

Senator Hottanp. Besides the gas tax. 

Secretary Murray. That is correct. 

Senator Hottanp. But under this you link the appropriation for 
Federal aid for the important interstate highway system entirely with 
the reenactment of this one-half cent gas tax; 1s that correct or not? 

Secretary Murray. Well, the two are certainly tied in together. 

Senator Hortxtanp. Well, my question is: Don’t you link those 
directly together ? 

Do you refer to any other source of revenue? 

Secretary Murray. No, sir. 

Senator Hotzanp. Have you any statement that would indicate 
there isn’t a linkage accomplished here, and that is not what is de- 
signed by this wording in the bill ? 

Secretary Murray. I think we are involved in a situation where we 
come back again to it being a matter of what we can afford. 

Senator Hotzanp. What you can afford doesn’t depend entirely 
upon the collection from a one-half cent gas tax, does it, in this Fed- 
eral Government ? 

Secretary Murray. I think the one-half cent gas tax and the effect 
it has, although it isn’t a tremendous amount, has some effect upon 
our revenue picture, and our revenue picture determines what we are 
going to spend in any one year. 

Senator Hottanp. You propose, then, to condition this $200 million 
annual participation in the Federal-aid program as to interstate high- 
ways solely and wholly upon the question of whether that one-half 
cent gas tax is reenacted and available during those respective years? 

Secretary Murray. Yes, sir. 

Senator Horzanp. Isn’t that linkage ? 

ee Morray. Well, sir, I guess it is whatever you want to 
call it. 
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Senator Hottanp. Well, linkage is the word I am using. I am ask- 
ing you if that isn’t linkage ‘ 

Secretary Murray. I just don’t know. 

Senator Hotianp. And yet, you state you are not able to say that 
the Government is willing to take that additional tiny step and accept 
reenactment of the one-half cent gas tax, with the condition that the 
collections therefrom shall be used for a Federal-aid program in the 
interstate highway system completion ¢ 

Secretary Murray. I said 1 would be very happy to clarify that 
and get that information back to you, sir. 

(The information referred to is as follows: ) 

THE UNDER SECRETARY OF COMMERCE FOR TRANSPORTATION, 
Washington 25, March 3, 1954. 


Hon. EpwArp MAarrtTIN, 
lnited States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Ep: The letter dated March 3, from the Bureau of the Budget to you, con- 
tained a paragraph answering the question which Senator Holland asked dur- 
ing the course of testimony on your bill. 

This had to do with policy of the administration in regard to dedicating one- 
half cent of the gasoline tax exclusively to the interstate highway system. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ropert B,. Murray, Jr. 

Senator Hotianp. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me we are confronted 
with a distinction where there is no difference, and I hope that the 
Secretary will clarify the matter, at least by indicating whether they 
are talking about linkage or not. 

Senator Murray. Right. 

Senator Hotianp. It seem to me it is inescapable that they are. If 
they are, they might as well be frank about it and permit the users of 
highways to know that the collections from the one-half cent gas tax 
will be used on what is the most important additional construction now 
confronting the Nation, that is, the completion of the interstate high- 
way system; and I hope the secretary will be able to report that is the 
attitude and willingness of the administration. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Case. Senator Bush. 

Senator Busn. I would just like to ask the Senator if he doesn’t 
believe that it is perfectly clear from the proviso here at the bottom of 
page 4 and at the top of page 5 that the $200-million item is dependent 
on the reenactment of the tax, and there can’t be any question of that, 
but doesn’t he also believe that what they are seeking to avoid by that 
device, by stating the situation in that way, is any commitment that 
whatever the tax produces, no matter how much, would not necessarily 
be committed to the interstate highway ¢ 

Senator Hotianp. It seems to me they are trying to accomplish two 
things: First, that they are trying to commit themselves to help the 
construction of the interstate highway system, which I think is the 
most important thing we have ahead of us, only if the Congress reen- 
acts this one-half cent gas tax, and ignoring the prospects of the collec- 
tion from the multifarious other sources of revenue for the Federal 
Government. 

The second thing he is trying to do is exactly that which has been 
suggested by the Senator from Connecticut, to preclude any possibility 
that collections from the one-half cent gas tax over and above the 200 
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million should be used on the interstate highway system, or anywhere 
else in the Federal-aid structure. 

WhatI want to do is have a clear expression of what is the policy 
of the administration in this matter, where apparently they want to 
have this lever used to compel the reenactment of the one-half cent gas 
tax and a condition that the participation of the Federal Government 
in the interstate system construction depends upon the reenactment of 
the one-half cent gas tax, but apparently they are not willing to pro- 
vide that collections of the one-half cent gas tax, if reenacted, above 
200 million shall go to the interstate highway system or anywhere else 
in the Federal-aid system. 

Senator Busu. That is right. 

It seem to me the bill makes that very clear. 

Senator Case. The Senator from South Dakota would agree with 
the conclusion as to the effect of this language that both the Senator 
from Florida and the Senator from Connecticut have stated, but I 
would suggest that I am not sure you put on any lever or any pressure 
for the reenactment of the gas tax equal to the arguments you create 
for many Members of Congress against reenact ing it. 

The effect of the langauge is to say that, “if we don’t reenact the gas 
tax, you get zero for the interstate highway system.” 

Conversely, you say, “if you reenact the extra half-cent gas tax, it 
goes only to the interstate system.” 

You have many congressional districts in this country where there 
isn’t a mile of interstate highway and if that fact is pointed out to 
the representatives from those districts I doubt very much that those 
Congressmen will go back to the districts where there isn’t a mile of 
intersate highway system and say, “I voted to reenact the half-cent 
tax on gasoline.” 

Senator Hotitanp. Of course, there is some point in what the chair- 
man has said, and, yet, there isn’t a traveller from those districts which 
he has mentioned and there is’nt a producer of agricultural products 
or industrial products in those districts who doesn’t expect to have 
necessary travel directly related to him and his life and his prosperity 
over the interstate system which handles, of course, the great bulk of 
transportation of the nation; and I think it would be artificial in the 
extreme to make it appear that any user of the highways doesn’t have 
a maximum interest in the interstate highway system. 

Senator Casr. That may be an argument to present, but the figures 
before the committee at our generat] discussion meeting a week or 
two ago indicated that 51 percent of the mileage in the interstate 
system is in eight States. 

Senator Hotitanp. No; no. 

Senator Casr. That may not have been accurate. 

Senator Hottanp. No; no. 

Senator Case. But, in any event, many congressional districts do 
not have any part of the interstate system within them. 

Senator Hotianp. The figures that were presented, as I recall them, 
indicated that little more than half of the expense of the completion 
of the interstate highway system, because of the very high costs in- 
volved, lay in the eight States which the Senator mentioned, which 
eight States, by the way, had about half the population of the Nation. 

Senator Kucuer. Mr. Chairman, I think there is a good deal of 
merit in the conclusion which the Senator from Florida draws in the 
language of the bill, but it does seem to me a justification of the state- 
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ment of the Secretary here, that basically they have been concerned 
with the amount of revenue to be received as a basis on what this Gov- 
ernment desires to recommend as to its expenditure. 

Now, I would hope that the Department of Commerce would con- 
sider this question of earmarking generally and make some recom- 
mendations. Whether those recommendations should be made to the 
committee or not, I don’t know; but if it is true, as it obviously is, 
that we have been running on a deficit basis for a great number of 
years and that the desire of the Department of Commerce and the 
administration is to bring the budget as closely in balance as it can 
by recognizing in each expenditure recommendation it makes that it 
needs to find the money to accomplish those purposes, I can see a dis- 
tinction between what the Department recommends here, that it spe- 
fically bases its recommendations on the additional income, without 
taking the entire step at this time of recommending that an earmarked 
fund be created. I can see a distinction between those two. 

Secretary Murray. However interpreted, the fact remains this was 
a budgetary consideration. 

Senator Kucue.. That is right. 

Senator Case. Are there further questions? 

Senator Kucuen. Yes. 

I wondered, Mr. Secretary, whether you had given an answer or 
are you able to give an answer with respect to the chairman’s sug- 
gestion on page 11 of his bill, that the President may determine, upon 
the advice of the Council of Economic Advisors, step up or accelerate 
the road-building program. 

Would you be in a position to comment, either favorably, on that 
section ? 

You did on section 10, but I don’t recall that you made a specific 
suggestion on section 11. 

Secretary Murray. Well, Senator, in arriving at this determination, 
obviously all bills have been considered and it was not deemed neces- 
sary for this section to be included in the bill which the administration 
supports. 

We do not ask 

Senator Kucuen. To have it included in your bill? 

Secretary Murray. That is correct. 

Senator Kucue.. I want to frankly say I think the chairman is to 
be congratulated on that type of suggestion, and it does seem to me 
it gives the administration a tool which they might very well have; 
and, to that extent, I would like to consider incorporating that lan- 
guage in whatever piece of legation is finally recommended by this 
subcommittee. 

Senator Casr. The Chair appreciates the comment. 

Senator Busn. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Case. Are there further questions? 

Senator Busn. Mr. Chairman. _ 

Senator Casg. Senator Bush. 

Senator Busu. I would like to ask the Secretary this question— 
whether he believes highway construction by the States would be pro- 
moted if the Federal Government were to leave this gasoline tax off 
and leave it exclusively to the States. 

Do you care to express an opinion on that ? 

Secretary Murray. Senator, that is the 64-dollar question. 
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Senator Busu. I didn’t realize it was worth that much. 

Senator Case. If the Secretary would permit, I would like to pro- 
tect him to this extent—to say that 2 years ago when Commissioner 
MacDonald was before us a question was asked him as to whether 
his personal opinion conflicted with the official opinion of the Depart- 
ment, and he gave us two answers. One was his personal answer and 
the other was his official answer. 

The Secretary has that permission, if he wants to make use of it 
in this instance. 

Secretary Murray. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I do not 
wish to avail myself of that opportunity. 

The fact is this matter has ate under a very serious consideration 
by the Committee on Intergovernmental Relations. The Committee 
has worked for about 2 months. It is, I think, a very outstanding 
committee. I should qualify that by saying I am on the Committee, 
So, I would like to be excepted from that. 

I do know the committee has worked with a great deal of effort, and 
I think with real ability, and they have come up with a study which 
has gone to the full committee, and I think prior to the submission of 
that report by the full committee to the President it would be wrong 
for me to express an opinion on that. 

Senator Case. I congratulate you, Mr. Secretary. 

Senator Busn. I don’t want to press the question to any embar- 
rassing point, but is it fair to ask the Secretary whether the Depart- 
ment has made any recommendation in that connection to the Com- 
mission ? 

Secretary Murray. The Department has supplied information to 
the Commission upon request of the Commission. They have been en- 
tirely free to make their own determination based on the information 
for which they have asked. 

Senator Busu. I know they would be free to do that. I wondered 
whether the Department 

Secretary Murray. No, sir. 

Senator Bus. You haven’t made any recommendation ? 

Secretary Murray. The purpose of this committee, this subcom- 
mitte, was for the purpose of arriving at their own determinations. 
They made use of all the testimony—and there was a great amount of 
it—that came out in the McGregor hearings before the House last year, 
which, as you know, lasted some 4 to 6 months, and all that was con- 
sidered, plus additional information for which they asked, and they 
have come up with a recommendation. 

Senator Busn. My understanding is, then, you don’t care to ex- 
press any opinion today on my question ? 

Secretary Murray. I would prefer since the President appointed 
the Committee, Congress authorized it, and I think it would be proper 
if you desire to find out what that Committee came up with, that in- 
formation then to come from the Committee or from the Commission 
itself. 

Senator Busu. I am perfectly satisfied. 

Senator Casz. Mr. Secretary, I think this was your first appear- 
ance before this particular committee, and I want to congratulate you 
upon your presentation. I think you have handled the questions, in- 
cluding the last one that was passed to you, in excellent fashion. 
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Senator Bus. I didn’t mean to embarrass the Secretary. I am 
sure he realizes that, Mr. Chairman, but I do think that is a very im- 
portant question. 

Senator Case. And we appreciate your coming before us, and I 
want to state as the committee proceeds with its deliberations on the 
bill that we will be pleased to hear from you with respect to any fur- 
ther comments or suggestions you may have at any time. 

Secretary Murray. I would like to say before this committee, Mr. 
Chairman, that all people involved in the administration who have an 
interest in highways have a great appreciation for the interest of your 
chairman, which I think has been above and beyond the call of duty. 
We have had many sessions with him, and he has been very coopera- 
tive at all times, and I know of no one who is more interested in get- 
ting out this highway deficiency than your own chairman, and I think 
you should know that. 

Senator Stennis. We already know it. We like to hear you say it. 

Senator Case. The next witness on the agenda this morning is the 
Commissioner of the Bureau of Public Roads. 

I understand Mr. Clinton 8S. Reynolds of the American Automobile 
Association is present and is not able to be here beyond today. I would 
like to recognize the Commissioner at this time, however, and have him 
proceed with as much time as he wants to take, but hoping that he may 
reserve a little time before we have to leave so that we can hear Mr. 
Reynolds at this session. 

Commissioner Du Pont. Senator Case, I am willing to wait. I 
thought Mr. Reynolds was going to precede me. 

Senator Case. If there is no objection 

Commissioner Du Ponr. I am entirely willing to be heard at a later 
time. 

Senator Case. All right. We appreciate that suggestion, and at 
this time we will hear Mr. Reynolds of the American Automobile 
Association. 





STATEMENT OF CLINTON S. REYNOLDS, CHAIRMAN, HIGHWAY 
COMMITTEE, AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Reynotps. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, my name is Clinton 
Reynolds. I come from the city of Tacoma, the State of Washington, 
and I am representing and making this statement on behalf of the 
American Automobile Association, of which I happen to be chairman 
of the highway committee this year. 

At home I am in the public-utility business, but for many years I 
have been greatly interested in highways, having served for 8 years 
on the Washington State Highway Commission and being a past presi- 
dent of the Washington State Good Roads Association and chairman 
of the financial advisory committee to the Washington State Legisla- 
ture, whose recommendations are now the basis of our financing pro- 
gram. 

The American Automobile Association is made up of 777 automo- 
bile clubs in every State of the Union, having more than four and a 
quarter million members. 

Founded in 1902, the association has always been an active advocate 
of good roads and of the principle of Federal aid for highways. 
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Senator Case. Mr. Reynolds, would you prefer to put this state- 
ment in the record and just talk to us about the highlights ¢ 

Mr. Reynoxps. I will be very glad to do that, if the statement will 
be in the record. 

Senator Case. We will be glad to put the entire statement in the 
record, and then you talk directly on the things that appeal to you as 
the highlights of your statement. 

Mr. Rrynowps. Yes, I will be very glad to do that, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Casr. Thank you. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Reynolds is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CLINTON S. REYNOLDS, CHAIRMAN, AAA HiGHWaAy COMMITTES 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Clinton S. Reynolds. I live in 
Tacoma, Wash. This statement is presented on behalf of the American Auto- 
mobile Association, of which I am chairman of the highway committee. I am 
in the public-utility business, but for many years have been actively interested 
in highway transportation. For 8 years I was a member of the Washington 
State Highway Commission. I am a past president of the Washington State Good 
Roads Association, and have served as chairman of a financial advisory com- 
mittee to the interim legislative committee on highways, created by the Washing- 
ton State Legislature. 

The American Automobile Association is made up of 777 automobile clubs and 
branches in every State of the Union, having as members more than 4% million 
passenger car owners. Founded in 1902, our association has always been an 
active advocate of good roads and of the principle of Federal aid for highways. 
Since this statement is based on existing highway policies of the association, a 
few words are warranted as to the democratic procedure through which AAA 
highway policies are formulated. Policy proposals must first be approved by 
our highway committee, which has members from every section of the country. 
Proposals which that committee approves are considered by a large and repre- 
sentative policy committee, which meets before our annual convention. Finally, 
proposals which survive these two screenings, come before the annual conven- 
tion for consideration by the delegates, representing affiliated automobile clubs 
from every State in the Union. 

Appreciation and commendation—At the outset, may I express appreciation 
for this opportunity to present some of our viewpoints to you. May I also highly 
commend you for the extensive study which you have given to our critical high- 
way problem. The bills introduced in both Senate and House show a greater 
appreciation of it. This is particularly evidenced by the bills before you at this 
time, S. 2859 by Senator Case, and S. 2982 by Senator Martin. We are grateful 
for the work and study which have been put on these bills. 

AAA policies regarding Federal aid.—We have always been strong advocates 
of Federal air for highways, even before its initiation in 1916. We believe that 
this aid should be “expended upon general purpose roads of national significance, 
and that such roads should constitute an integrated system clearly defined and 
limited as to mileage, with the interstate system as its backbone.” 

The interstate system was laid out under an act of Congress passed in 1944 hy 
cooperative action among the States, the Bureau of Public Roads and the Mili- 
tary. It is limited to a 40,000-mile network of major roads designed to facilitate 
most the movement of interstate commerce and defense transportation. It 
includes only a little over 1 percent of the miles of highways in the United 
States, but that 1 percent bears ordinary 20 percent of all the traffic and in the 
case of military emergency would handle much more than that. Suitable stand- 
ards have ben established for the system, and the states have been working to 
bring their sections of it up to those standards. However, the progress toward its 
completion has been disappointingly slow and far from uniform. Slow progress 
is to a large extent due to the fact that the cost of its construction per mile is 
naturally higher than for other roads. Lack of uniformity is largely due to the 
fact that the costs vary widely in different areas, depending largely upon density 
of population. Nearly 90 percent of the mileage on this system lies in rural 
areas. The other 10 percent is urban areas. But the estimated cost of bring- 
ing that 10 percent up to standard is nearly half of the total estimated cost. The 
result is that what progress has been made has been largely in rural areas and in 
the less densely populated States. 
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I+ was estimated in 1949 that it would cost $11.2 billion to bring this system up 
to standard. Considering the comparatively little work done, especially in urban 
areas, and the increase in unit construction costs since that time, it is probable 
that not much of a bite has been taken out of that sum. 

It is our policy that for the best welfare of this Nation, plans must be laid to 
complete the interstate system within 15 years. This is especially important in 
case of a national emergency, which we pray may not arise but for which we 
must prepare. We think that for the purpose of expedition, half of the Federal- 
aid appropriation should be earmarked for that network. In order to bring about 
more work in the more densely populated areas, we think that the allocation 
among the States for this system alone should be on a population basis within a 
minimum of 1 percent to any State, and with a matching basis of 75-25 instead 
of the 50-50 basis provided for other Federal-aid highways. 

It might seem at first sight that if $200 million of Federal aid is earmarked for 
the interstate system on a 75-25 matching formula that $267 million would be 
available, but that if a 50-50 basis is required $409 million would be spent. But 
that is not the way it would work out. 

We have mentioned that the cost of the 10 percent of the mileage in urban 
areas will be nearly half the cost of the whole project. Now, in these areas, the 
State highway departments very appropriately expect the municipalities to pro- 
vide substantial parts of the costs of right-of-way and/or instruction. Indeed, 
in many States it is so provided by law. Yet, most municipalities are in extremely 
serious financial straits, and it is exceedingly difficult for many of them to pro- 
vide the necessary matching amounts which would be their share under the tra- 
ditional 50 percent matching basis. Consequently, many projects which ought 
long ago to have been completed are not yet even started. The more liberal 
matching basis we believe would change all this, so that in these expensive areas, 
where the cost per mile is seven times that in other areas, a great amount of con- 
struction will get going which would not be done at all on the 50-50 basis, while 
the total amount spent in rural areas will remain at least as great. Therefore, 
the total expenditures of a 75-25 basis will be greater rather than less than on a 
50-50 basis. 

We are greatly encouraged as to the possibility of eventually achieving these 
objectives by the provisions of the bills introduced in this Congress on this sub- 
ject. They all earmark substantial amounts for the interstate system. Some of 
them allocate these earmarked funds on a population basis, at least partially, and 
some include more liberal Federal matching. Senator Case’s bill (S. 2859), for 
example, earmarks $135 million and provides for a 60-40 matching basis. And 
Senator Martin’s bill (S. 2982) earmarks $200 million, half of which is to be 
allocated to the States on a population basis, with a minimum of three-fourths 
of 1 percent to any State. It is within your wisdom, of course, to decide what 
is best. We have merely presented our recommendations. 

Amount of appropriations.—We have never suggested to the Congress any 
particular amount of Federal aid. Our policy is that this “should be deter- 
mined by the Congress on the basis of overall economic considerations, national 
defense requirements and other vital interests of the Federal Government in 
the Federal-aid highway system.” But considering the tremendous need evident 
to all and the complaints of our members as to highway conditions, we are glad 
to see the increased amounts provided. Leaving out the miscellaneous authoriza- 
tions, S. 2859 would authorize a total of $885 million and 8S. 2982 $800 million, 
both much more than in any previous act. 

There is one provision in 8. 2982 to which we would call your attention. The 
bill provides $200 million for the interstate system, but goes on to say that the 
whole amount will disappear unless the present tax on gasoline of 2 cents per 
gallon continues at not less than that amount until the end of 1955. Aside from 
the fact that this would perhaps irrevocably “link” the amount of gas tax 
collections to the amount of Federal aid to which we are opposed, and that we 
do not like the idea of conditioning one act of Congress upon the passage of 
future acts on another subject, we would call your attention to the position in 
which this would put highway planning. It is essential that State highway 
departments develop programs and plans for their most important highway 
improvements far in advance of actual construction work. Such planning is 
expensive and takes time. It is therefore essential that there be real and not 
conditional advance assurance as to Federal-aid funds which will be available. 

In the light of this very practical consideration, we strongly recommend dele- 
tion of the proviso which would make availability of all earmarked Federal-aid 
funds for the interstate system contingent upon a Federal tax on gasoline of not 
less than 2 cents per gallon. 
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There is real danger that the effect of this proviso would be to discourage the 
States from giving needed emphasis to advance planning. This becomes espe- 
cially important if a unique provision in Senator Case’s bill (S. 2859) is adopted. 
Section 11 would authorize the President, under certain national employment 
conditions, to move up the effective date of the program by a year. Highway 
programs are not the kind of public works which should be turned on and off to 
meet economic fluctuations, but undoubtedly highway programs can be expanded 
to serve importantly in such a situation. This is true, however, on only one con- 
dition, namely that plans for projects and necessary right-of-way acquisitions 
have been completed so that labor can be put upon their execution. Otherwise, 
we might find ourselves in a situation comparable to the early 1930’s. The record 
shows that many millions of dollars were advanced to the States by W.P.A. for 
use in putting men to work on highways, but because of lack of planning, great 
numbers of these men leaned on shovels or raked leaves instead of building high- 
ways. Anything, therefore, which hinders or delays plans, such as uncertainty of 
appropriations, ought not to be permitted. 

Availability of funds.—We note with some surprise that S. 2982 calls for funds 
authorized on the interstate system to be available for expenditure in a State 
for only 6 months after the close of the fiscal year for which they were author- 
ized than is the case with highways not on the interstate system, where the usual 
period of grace is 2 years. Apparently this is done with the laudable purpose of 
speeding up work on these important interstate roads, a purpose with which we 
heartily agree. We are afraid, however, that such a limitation might have the 
opposite effect. Very important parts of the system are in urban areas, where 
planning and acquiring the necessary rights-of-way are complicating and time- 
consuming. Therefore, we are afraid that projects the preparation for which 
ought to be begun at once, might not be begun at all because of improbability 
of being fully under way within the time limit. 

Bureau of Public Roads supervision of Inter-American Highway.—Our asso- 
ciation has been most favorably impressed with the general excellence of the 
work done under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Public Roads on highway 
improvements in the Central American countries. The Bureau has become thor- 
oughly acquainted with the special problems involved and it has the technical 
competence as well as the knowledge of the peoples and countries. If there are 
impelling reasons for placing this authorization under the Department of State, 
it would be our recommendation that it be specified in the bill that the survey 
and construction work authorized by this section be under the supervision of 
the Bureau of Public Roads. 

Advance acquisition of rights-of-way.—All too often, difficulties and delays in 
obtaining rights-of-way for new highways have very seriously delayed road im- 
provement programs and tremendously increased road building costs. 

The deep concern of our association is expressed in the following policy: 

“The American Automobile Association urges that the Federal Government 
and the State governments develop as quickly as possible a comprehensive land 
program for acquisition of adequate rights-of-way for future highway programs 
and for full protection of the rights-of-way when they have been acquired.” 

Our association urges consideration by your committee of legislation, either 
in the Federal-Aid Highway Act or separately, which will permit Federal assist- 
ance to those States which need it, in the advance acquisition of rights-of-way 
for the interstate system. We do not propose that the Federal Government pur- 
chase and donate rights-of-way to States, but rather that it use its powers to 
expedite programs, with repayment of Federal expenditures to be made by the 
States. 

Study of toll roads.—Section 11 of S. 2982 proposes that the amount of Fed- 
eral aid available to the States for surveys, planning, etc., may be used for toll- 
road studies. That the subject of toll financing warrants most thorough study 
and consideration, can be readily agreed. However, we do not believe that it is 
desirable to make it possible for Federal-aid funds to be used for economic 
investigations as to the desirability of specific toll roads, especially since the 
Congress has declared that Federal-aid funds shall not be used on toll-road con- 
struction. Also, such investigations can be most costly, and authorizing use of 
Federal-aid funds for this purpose might have the effect of reducing seriously 
the limited funds available for the very important public highway planning sur- 
vey work. We, therefore, recommend that the section be deleted. Our policy on 
toll roads is not one of inflexible opposition, but that toll financing should be 
used only where there is no other way available to get the work done, and that 
even then projects should be safeguarded by conditions which would provide for 
the highway to become free of tolls as soon as the toll-road bonds have been 
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retired. We do not believe toll financing is the answer to the highway problem, 
although it may be in certain limited local instances. 

Section 10 of S. 2859 provides for the use of $100,000 of the funds available 
for administration be spent by the Commissioner of Public Roads for an investi- 
gation of the whole toll-road question. We are not as opposed to this provision 
as we are to the one just described. The Bureau of Public Roads made such a 
study and investigation in 1939. The report to the Congress was entitled, ‘Toll 
Roads and Free Roads.” Many things have happened since then, including a 
literal “rash” of toll-road legislation and some actual toll-road construction. 
Perhaps it would be wise to have the new Commissioner take another look and 
at least bring the previous report up to date. 

Publie utilities on our highways.—S. 2982 in section 10 proposes a study of the 
problems posed by the necessity of relocating public utility facilities resulting 
from highway improvements, with the study to be completed by April 1955. We 
are in accord with this provision. However, utilities’ interests are urging this 
Congress to write into this Federal-Aid Act a provision that Federal aid be used 
to reimburse them for the expense of moving their facilities without waiting for 
the proposed study to be made. We are opposed to doing so at this time because 
the ramifications are so great and so complicated. The amount of money avail- 
able for drivable highways is so little in comparison to the need that we must 
object to the diversion of a dollar of it. With the proposed study before us, we 
assure you that our minds will be open. 

On behalf of the American Automobile Association, may I express our grati- 
tude for being allowed to appear before you. I will, of course, be glad to try 
to answer any questions any of the committee may want to ask me. Thank you. 

Mr. Reynotps. We have, of course, studied all of the bills which 
have been presented to Congress, both in the House and in the Senate. 

We have very definite policies, and I would like to say this: That 
our policy on Federal aid is that Federal aid should be devoted to 
the principal roads and principally the interstate network. We would 
like to see half of ths Federal-aid appropriations devoted to the in- 
terstate network itself. 

I know you all know what it is here, and, while there is a brief de- 
scription of it here, that is for the benefit of other people who might 
read the statement, who don’t know exactly what it is. 

We believe that in the case of the interstate system the segregation 
of the allocation of the amount of money provided, which in Senator 
Case’s bill was 135 million and in Senator Martin’s bill or in the ad- 
ministration bill was 200 million, ought to be divided among the States 
on the basis of population. 

The reason we believe that is that it costs so much more in regions 
of great density of population to build the interstate network. That 
cost is so much more per mile that the allocation would be more in 
agreement with the needs of the interstate system if it were on a pop- 
ulation basis rather than the traditional one-third, one-third, one- 
third basis. 

We think that very strongly. 

Senator Hotianp. I have a question there. 

Mr. Reynotps. Yes, Senator Holland. 

Senator Hotianp. As a matter of fact, even if you put it on the 
population basis, the proportion still wouldn’t be in the proportion 
to the need for additional expenditures, would it? 

Mr. Reynotps. It would be much closer to it, Senator, much more 
nearly than the one-third, one-third, one-third traditional basis. 

We have studied that State by State, and I believe the Bureau of 
Public Roads has a tabulation they can present to you on it, or, rather, 
Mr. Johnson, the president of the public utilities of the State high- 
way department organization of State Highway officials presented 
such a tabulation to you the other day. 
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It is much more nearly in proportion to the needs. 

We could condition that to ligioleae a minimum to any single State 
of 1 percent, which would give the sparsely populated States what 
they ought to have. 

We also believe in the interstate system that it should be on a 75-25 
matching basis. 

Senator Case in his bill has provided 60-40, and in the administra- 
tion bill it is still left at the old 50-50 matching basis. 

We think it would offer an inducement to those areas where the costs 
of construction are so great that they haven’t tackled any part of it 
at all. 

If the matching were on a 75-25 basis, the States out in the rural 
areas would devote as much money to it as they do now, but, in addi- 
tion to that, the urban areas would be able to start a great many proj- 
ects which they haven’t touched at all, so that on a 75-25 basis 
undoubtedly the total amount of money spent on the interstate system, 
both Federal and State funds, would be greater than it would be on a 
50-50 basis, and not less as you might think at the first blush. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Reynolds, have you seen this committe print of 
a table labled “National System of Interstate Highways,” which has 
been prepared by the staff ? 

Mr. Reynoups. No; I have not, sir. 

Senator Casr. Well, we have a committee print, which is labeled, as 
I said, table 1, “National System of Interstate Highways,” in which it 
gives the mileage in the several States, the percent of mileage, the cost 
of work needed, the percentage of cost, the population percentage, the 
apportionment under section 21 as compared to the apportionment on 
the population basis. 

Mr. Reynotps. I am familiar with those figures, Senator; yes. 

Senator Case. If there is no objection, as it seems to me it would be 
helpful as a matter of reference to have it and another table incorpo- 
rated in the record at this point, we will place them in the record at 
this point. 

(The tables referred to are as follows :) 





66 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


National system of interstate highways 



































bh | . Appor- 
te Cost of hee Popula- | Appor- | . 
State Mileage yon! meg work |! — of| “tion, |tionment, era 
j needed ! | percent sec. 21 tion basis 
Alabama 890. 8 2. 40 $87,976 | 0. 78 2.03 | 2.18 1. 92 
Arizona 1, 136.9 3. 06 92, 108 82 - 50 | 1. 54 . 75 
Arkansas 517.8 1.39 78, 289 | . 69 | 1.27 | 1.71 | 1.19 
California 1, 900. 5 5.11 | 1,169, 427 | 10. 38 7.02 | 4.7 6. 62 
Colorado 661. 7 1.78 | 72, 294 | 64 | . 88 | 1. 86 . 83 
Connecticut... 262. 4 .71 | 219, 302 1. 95 | 1. 33 . 65 1. 26 
Delaware ---- 25.5 | 07 49, 428 | 44 | 21 | . 50 75 
Florida 1,141.2 3.07 115, 263 | 1. 02 | 1. 84 | 1. 64 | 1.73 
Georgia 1, 110.6 2.99 1. 56 | 2. 29 | 2. 56 2.15 
Idaho 616.9 | 1. 66 | 45 | 39 | 1, 28 .75 
Illinois 1,540.9 4.15 | 7. 60 5.78 | 3. 98 | 5.45 
Indiana | 1,065.4 2. 87 3. 46 | 2.61 | 2. 45 2. 46 
lowa 670. 2 1. 80 | 70 1. 74 | 2. 51 1. 64 
Kansas 701.5 | 1. 89 | . 80 1. 26 2. 52 1.19 
Kentucky-- 648. 4 1.74 1.61 | 1. 965 | 1.90 | 1. 84 
Louisiana 597.1 | 1.61 | 1. 96 | 1.78 | 1. 59 1. 68 
Maine 4 | 81 . 66 61 | . 87 . 75 
Maryland 5.5 | 71 | 2.15 | 1. 55 . 90 1. 47 
Massachusetts- - - . 90 4.01 3.11 1.30 2. 93 
Michigan | 2. 59 3. 70 4.23 | 3. 21 3. 98 
Minnesota -. | 2. 29 | 1. 43 1. 98 2.72 | 1, 87 
Mississippi__- 1. 86 | 78 1.45 1. 84 1.36 
Missouri__. Lh | 2. 88 | | 2. 09 2. 62 | 2. 97 2. 47 
Montana_-- | 3.35 | 1.03 | 39 2.09 75 
Nebraska 1. 24 | 43 | . 88 2. 00 . 83 
Nevada. .-- debielaaneamieial 5 1.45 i ald one 1. 34 75 
New Hampshire--_....------ | 5 40, 329 | . 36 | . 35 | . 50 75 
New Jersey ft caenciinieccaneiae | 192. 4 - 404, 053 3. 59 | 3. 21 1.34 3. 02 
New Mexico. ..........------ | 1,012.5 | 2.72 | 58, 110 . 52 | 45 1. 69 75 
New York...........-..-..--] 1,034.3 | 2.78 | 862, 261 7.65 9. 84 | 4.85 9. 27 
North Carolina. -..........-- 712.7 | 1. 92 | 72, 857 | . 65 2. 70 2. 54 2. 54 
North Dakota............---- | 498.3 | 1. 34 | 45, 151 . 40 | .41 1. 51 . 75 
cl 1, 216. 4 3.27 | 758, 591 | 6. 7: 5.27 3. 59 4.97 
Oklahoma 780. 1 2.10 166, 418 1.48 1. 48 2. 21 1.40 
Oregon 703.0 1. 89 117, 915 1.05 1.01 1.7 95 
Pennsylvania 1, 356.9 3. 65 926, 579 | 8. 22 6.97 | 4.05 6. 56 
Rhode Island 48.6 | 13 | 86, 008 . 76 . 53 | 50 75 
South Carolina._...........-.- 697.0 | 1. 88 | 119, 569 1.06 | 1.40 1.39 | 1. 32 
South Dakota_........-.----- 514.7 | 1. 39 | 44, 835 40 | .43 1. 61 75 
Tennessee 9 | 2.81 241, 658 | 2.15 | 2.18 | 2. 20 2. 06 
Texas... 4.8 | 7. 44 | 435, 988 3. 87 5.12 | 6. 68 4. 82 
Utah__.-- 1 1. 89 84, 253 75 | . 46 1.19 75 
i eniniiss cit nneteginmeiiis 339.8 | . 91 54, 419 48 | . 25 . 50 .75 
EE ecanichonn,cataretoonn |} 901.7 2.43 | 207, 309 1. 84 | 2. 20 1.96 2. 08 
NR i 579. 5 1. 56 184, 460 1. 64 | 1. 58 1. 71 1.49 
Went Virginis...............- 211.9 . 57 | 206, 610 1, 83 | 1. 33 | 1.12 1. 25 
OO 449.1 | 1. 21 127, 204 1.13 | 2. 28 2. 45 2.15 
Wyoming ---- i a ’ 72.7 | 2. 62 60, 070 . 53 .19 1. 29 75 
District of Columbia---.-....-- 16.6 . 04 180, 670 | 1. 60 | . 53 - 50 | 75 
ee 37,158.9 | 100.00 | 11,266,372 | 100.00| 100.00; 100.00 100. 00 
| i | 


1 Thousands, based on estimates by individual States, not adjusted to current price levels. 
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Estimates of contributions by highway users and highway funds 


(Thousands of dollars] 





























| | | 
Year | Federal | Federal | Total Fed-| Federal- | Local | Total high- 
7 tex ' | excise taxes | eral taxes aid funds!| funds # way funds 
196Baskciaeeh atl Ss | 5, 276 | 5, 276 | ‘ bp chain RE ciie 
1918 7 (3) 45, 564 45, 564 : es 
1919 2, 066 89, 592 | 91, 658 | 4 Bs 
1920 1, 807 | 149, 194 | 151, 001 | } 4 
1921 : 1, 796 99, 967 101, 763 91, 000 934, 000 1, 025, 000 
1922... ‘ | 1, 845 114, 793 | 116, 638 | 79,000 | 1,007, 000 1, 086, 000 
1923 | 2, 088 | 155, 797 | 157, 885 83,000 | 1, 104, 000 1, 187, 000 
1924 1, 894 | 139, 201 | 141, 095 | 106,000 | 1, 214, 000 1, 320, 000 
1925 1, 871 | 143, 431 | 145, 302 | 99,000 | 1,470,000 1, 569, 000 
1926 176| 96.256 | 96,432| 86,000 | 1,637,000 | 1, 723, 000 
1927__.- sp | 60, 504 60, 504 | 88,000 | 1, 864, 000 1, 952, 000 
1928 28, 222 28, 222 93,000 | 1, 937, 000 2, 030, 000 
1929 eat | é 89,000 | 2,083, 000 2, 172, 000 
1930 : z : 112,000 | 2, 194, 000 2, 306, 000 
1931 i | 270,000 | 2,035,000 | 2, 305, 000 
1932 : 60, 969 | 14, 387 75, 356 25,000 | 1, 656, 000 1, 781, 000 
1933 | 176, 847 | 53, 802 | 230, 649 | 208,000 | 1, 410, 000 1, 618, 000 
1934 i 7 168, 358 | 67, 385 235, 743 | 361,000 | 1, 353, 000 1, 714, 000 
1935 | 172, 613 | 84, 058 256, 681 | 243,000 | 1,394, 000 1, 637, 000 
SEL | dank bdeduce bee adoncadeain | 185, 632 | 111, 510 | 297, 142 | 367,000 | 1, 498, 000 1, 865, 000 
Wiidewibidéenddakied er 203, 273 | 123, 242 326, 515 | 306,000 | 1, 647,000 1, 953, 000 
ee ee ee 199, 484 | 68, 475 267, 959 221,000 | 1, 667,000 1, 888, 000 
Bi ntih bai ddd phalabdiihin ide oe | 215, 716 | 108, 296 | 324, 012 | 213,000 | 1,714,000 1, 927, 000 
icin tte dni cuitahitedtalya 278, 597 | 137, 798 416, 395 | 200,000 | 1, 752, 000 1, 952, 000 
WR ais ccucupudecmealesantcet 366,621 | 206, 137 | 572, 758 191,000 | 1,813. 000 2, 004, 000 
NOOR... cds ccanertnbehenstinndcass 534, 357 | 91, 697 | 626, 054 175,000 | 1,654,000 1, 829, 000 
Min dina cnens ee eaynaeuinn | 385, 917 | 59, 897 | 445,814 | 173,000 | 1,459,000 1, 632, 000 
OO icc dd hinades bivienbide de 389, 286 | 96, 811 486, 097 106,000 | 1, 485,000 1, 591, 000 
Rhee spiissidvalenmnieecctabeenlil 426, 965 | 129, 997 | 556, 962 | 78,000 | 1,785,000 1, 863, 000 
WOUiccdukwundpeniae dds sbace a 404, 394 394, 012 798, 406 | 168,000 | 2,314,000 2, 482, 000 
1947 435, 123 604, 250 | 1,039,373 | 323,000 | 2, 486, 000 2, 809, 000 
oy 467, 760 686,610 | 1, 154,370 402,000 | 2, 881, 000 3, 283, 000 
1949... 498, 177 782, 486 | 1, 280, 663 486,000 | 3, 232, 000 3, 718, 000 
1950_.... 651, 629 927,842 | 1,479,471 465,000 | 3, 491, 000 3, 956, 000 
1951 597, 424 950,351 | 1, 547, 775 459,000 | 3, 802, 000 4, 261, 000 
1952 848,800 | 1,018,172 | 1, 866, 972 | 535,000 | 4,006, 000 4, 541, 000 
SUES. a. cnetadcnde<oceisteouatieanaiesiealamsnenssasa tian cnamane | 593,000 | 4, 333, 000 4, 926, 000 
1 ! 
1 Includes regular Federal-aid and forest, park, and public land funds. Does not include $4,374,000,000 


relief funds expended, 1933 to 1942. 
2 Includes funds for maintenance. 
* Motor vehicle use taxes, 1919 to 1926. 
4 Estimated. 


Senator Casr. That shows, I might call to your attention, the per- 
centage of the estimated cost of completing the interstate system and 
the amount which the States would get, the percentage they would 
get under section 21 apportionment, and the amount they would get 
under the population basis is pretty clear evidence to us that the last 
column more nearly meets the needs and would result in more work 
being done. 

Mr. Reynotps. Mr. Chairman, we have never suggested to the Con- 
gress any amount of Federal aid. We think that is a matter for the 
judgment of the Congress, based on economic considerations, the 
amount of money that is available and the need of the highways. How- 
ever, we do know, from reports made and from the complaints of our 
4 million members, that the highways are, of course, in a very deplor- 
able situation. We haven’t kept pace at all, and, therefore, we are 
very glad to see these stepped up amounts. 

Your chairman’s bill provides, I believe, a total of 885 million and 
the administration bill 800 million, which is certainly more in line 
pass the needs than any appropriations which have been made here- 
tofore. 
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You discussed a little while ago this $200 million to be put upon the 
interstate system as conditioned entirely upon keeping the gasoline 
tax from now until the end of 1956 at the present 2 cents. 

We think this is definitely linkage of the amount of gasoline tax 
as collected and the amount to be expended, and we are opposed to 
linkage. 

We don’t think at the Federal level the collections of the Govern- 
ment, by the Government, of gasoline taxes, ought to be linked to the 
Federal aid at all. 

We don’t like the idea of predicating the Federal appropriation for 
Federal aid upon another act, upon another subject, to be passed or not 
passed by Congress. 

We point out to you this: If any of you have ever served on a State 
highway commission, you know what hi uppens. There is pressure to 
plan for all kinds of roads, and people are going to pressure your high- 
way departments into making advance planning regardless of this 
$200 million, because they say, “Well, you don’t know whether you’re 
going to get it or not.” 

And if it should happen the Congress does not reenact that one-half 
cent tax, then they are going to be more certain they won’t get it, and 
they won’t make the plans they have to make, which have to be made, 
especially on the interstate system, with its complicated problems. 

Now, that is particu! larly true in view of the very unique provision 
which your chairman has in his bill, namely, if there should arise a 
condition of employment which demands it, that the amount be moved 
up a year. 

That, in my opinion, is an excellent provision, sir, and we agree with 
that. We hope we don’t have to use it, of course, but we might. 

Unless this bill is enacted and not conditioned on something, you 
are not going to have plans for the highways if you do move the money 
up, and we are going to find ourselves in much the same situation we 
were in back in the thirties, when the Federal Government appro- 
priated literally billions of dollars to WPA for use on highways and 
we went out on our highways and saw men leaning upon shovels and 
raking grass, and that sort of thing, because the State highway depart- 
ments didn’t have the plans m: ide so that they could re: ally go to work 
on building highways. It would be deplorable if that should hi appen, 
and we should have to see them leaning on shovels and raking leaves 
again. 

The hindrance to planning is as bad as the linkage, in which we 
don’t believe there is one provision in the administration bill— 

Senator Busy. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Case. Senator Bush. 

Senator Busu. At that point, I would like to ask Mr. Reynolds a 
question. 

I don’t mean to interrupt him. 

Mr. Reyno.ps. Interrupt me any time you want to. 

Senator Busu. Did you testify before the Manion Commission ? 

Mr. Rerrnotps. I did not. I testified before the House committee 
on the administration’s bill last week. 

Senator Busn. Would you care to state what the position of your 
association is with respect to the Federal tax on gasoline ? 

Mr. Reynoxtps. You mean the question you “asked the Secretary a 
little while ago? 

Senator Busu. Whether it should be dropped and that whole area 
left to the States. 
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Mr. Rrynoups. You mean have Congress get out of the field of 
taxes on gasoline entirely ? 

Senator Busu. That is right. 

Mr. Reynotps And not spend any money ? 

Senator Busun. That is right. 

Mr. Reynoups. On Federal aid ? 

Senator Busu. That is right. 

Mr. Rrynotps. No, sir, we don’t agree with that, for this reason: 
We think that the Bureau of Public Roads has done a magnificent 
job in 3 or 4 directions—research, planning, seeing that the States 
cooperate, improving standards, and all that sort of thing—and we 
should think that it would leave a big hole in our economy if the 
Bureau of Public Roads—— 

Senator Busn. Couldn’t the research and planning continue on a 
very much more modest appropriation if the grants were abolished ? 

Mr. Reynoxps. It could. 

Senator Busu. And the tax were dropped ? 

Mr. Reynowps. It could, and we would hope that would be done. 

Senator Busu. Is it your opinion that the States would move ahead 
faster with highway developments or not ? 

Mr. Reynotps. I don’t think, sir, it would make very much differ- 
ence in that respect. 

If all the States would pick up that cent and a half, or whatever 
it is, and add it to all of their gasoline taxes, they would get the reve- 
nue but they would get the revenue as each one collected it, whereas 
as a matter of fact, people all over the country use the roads, like in 
the States of Nevada, New Mexico, Arizona, and so on, that don’t 
collect. as much gasoline tax, and one of the thoughts in Federal aid 
was that it would help those States build roads so the people from 
New York who wanted to go to California, when they drove across 
Montana or Wyoming, would have some roads that would be 
acceptable. 

Equalization was one of the things in it. 

You know when Federal aid was first enacted, there was no such 
thing as gasoline tax. We promoted that bill way back in 1916 and 
the idea was the money would come out of the general income of the 
Government, and it did so for 16, 18 years. 

We would think if the Federal Government withdrew from taxing 
gasoline, which we think perhaps they ought to do—after all, the 
States preempted that long ago—then the amount of Federal aid 
wouldn't be anything like this $800 million that we are talking about 
now, but would go back more under the basis where it was before the 
Federal Government got in the business of taxing gasoline. 

Senator Kucuer. How would the Federal Government control the 
construction of highways across the Nation if it went out of the busi- 
ness of assisting poorer States to underwrite their costs? 

Wouldn’t you vans kind of a hodgepodge highway system ¢ 

Mr. Reynotps. You would, sir, of course. That is why we would 
urge, even if the Government got out of the business of collecting gaso- 
line taxes, there should be some Federal aid to be used as you 
described it. 

Senator Kucnet. Then your point on that is: First, the Government 
should get out of the gasoline taxing business, but, secondly, that the 
money should be appropriated for Federal aid to highways? 
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Mr. Reynowps. That is correct, sir, and especially the Bureau of 
Public Roads be continued. The Government would thus control the 
situation, as much as it did back in the twenties, which was very well, 
indeed. In fact, that was when they made the greatest progress, seeing 
that one State didn’t build up to a State line and the next State build 
up to a different point, to make it rather simple. 

There is a provision in this bill, the administration’s bill, which 
would limit the availability of money to 6 months after the expiration 
of the year for which it was appropriated. Apparently that is in there 
with a very laudable purpose of speeding up work on the interstate 
system, and that is laudable, but I think it has been failed to realize 
that these projec ts on the interstate system are very time consuming, 
and many of them might not be planned at all because of the 1 impossi- 
bility of actually getting the money under commitment prior to that 
6 months. 

We think it ought to be the same as on the primary system, which 
is 2 years. 

We have an idea which we ask be incorporated in these bills, but 
which hasn’t as yet, namely, that Federal-aid money should be enabled 
for use in the acquisition of rights-of-way in advance. 

One of the difficulties in many of the States is the slowness with 
which rights-of-way can be condemned. 

If Federal money can be used for that purpose, it would speed it 
up, would make the acquisition of rights-of-way less expensive and 
would help the States very greatly. 

We don’t suggest the right- of-way acquired by the Federal Govern- 
ment be donated, but simply be included as a part of State projects. 

Senator Case. Do you mean 

Mr. Reynotps. I refer, of course, to the Federal Government’s abil- 
ity to take the property now and pay for it later, which most of the 
States don’t have. 

Senator Case. You mean you would carry with the Federal funds 
the Federal authority ¢ 

Mr. Reynotps. That’s right. 

Senator Case. To take land by condemnation ? 

Mr. Reynoups. Yes, sir. 

It would help in a great many of the States. 

I think all of the States of you gentlemen here would be greatly 
helped by that. 

Senator Stennis. It would be quite an innovation, wouldn’t it ? 

Mr. Reynoxps. It has been suggested several times before, sir; and 
pane things have been done. For ex imple, the provisions of the 

‘ederal-aid action in regard to elimination of railway crossings are 
analogous in a way. There is no reason why it couldn’t be done that I 
know of. 

Senator Hotzanp. You mean for such condemnation determina- 
tion as to whether the condemned area would be made by Federal offi- 
cials rather than the State ? 

Mr. Reynotps. It is made in cooperation between the two now, and 
I think would amount to the same thing. 

Senator Hotitanp You would be in favor, then, of conditioning any 
provisions of condemnation upon the decision as to location 

Mr. Reynoups. Yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. May I ask a question? 
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Do you think you would get the rights-of-way at a lesser cost ? 

Mr. Reynotps. I think so. : 

Senator Stennis. Why? 

Mr. Rernotps. The difficulty now is in a State when you go around 
acquiring rights-of-way you have to approach somebody first, and the 
thing trails along for a long time. If the property owners don’t like 
the amount asked and insist on going to court, you are deprived of 
having the rights-of-way, although you do get the rights-of-way 
eventually and, while you are fighting the matter through the court, in 
that case, our experience is that the costs go up to everybody, and 
every body—— 

Senator Stennis. How could you hasten that? 

Mr. Rernoups. By taking the rights-of-way now. 

Senator Hornanp. You mean that some of the States don’t have in 
their condemnation laws the right of immediate taking ? 

Mr. Reynotps. No, sir; most of them do not, Senator Holland, 
while the Federal Government in all instances, of course, does. 

Senator Casr. Don’t the costs go up a little bit where you have Fed- 
eral condemnation rather than State condemnation ? 

Mr. Reynoutps. That hasn’t been our experience, Senator. 

I have had several cases myself in court, not on this sort of thing 
but very, very similar, and I think the juries in Federal courts are 
inclined to be fairer than they are in local courts, or State courts. The 
atmosphere is different, and I think 

Senator Casr. I haven’t examined specific cases. I just had the 
general impression there was a little tendency to think what the Fed- 
eral Government pays for would cost more than what the States pay 
for. 

Mr. Reynoups. That hasn’t been my experience. 

The next thing I would like to mention is something you have al- 
ready discussed previously, and that is the study of toll roads. The 
administration’s bill provides that any of the administrative costs, 
which are one-half percent, sent to a State may be used to study and 
do research on toll roads. So, that means they could use the money 
in planning a toll road out of Federal funds within a State, that is, 
a particular toll road. 

Now, the planning of toll roads is very expensive, and we don’t like 
the idea of using Federal aid for studying and planning something 
that, after it has been studied and planned, they can’t use Federal 
money on. 

At the present time you can’t use Federal aid on a toll road at all. 
So, why permit them to study it. 

On the other hand, in Senator Case’s bill, there is provision for a 
study, a new study, to be made by the Commissioner of Public Roads 
of the whole toll highway situation. With that, we are in agreement. 

There was such a study made, but it was 15 years ago, in 1939, and 
we think it would be very wise to have a full study made of that 
whole situation, and anybody would know what the situation is. It 
might stop the rash of toll-road legislation, which has broken out, so 
that it would be done more reasonably by the State. 

We are not opposed as such to toll roads, but we do feel that toll 
roads should be bnilt only when there isn’t any other way of financing 
a needed road, and that after the tolls are paid off the roads should 
be made free. 
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Our members would much rather see a free system throughout the 
country. Of course, they are willing to pay tolls if that is the only 
possible way they can get it. 

Senator Case. That is, for identification, your reference to the so- 
called administration bill is to section 11, which would insert the words 
“or toll roads” after “grade crossing eliminations” in the 1944 act ? 

Mr. Reynoups. That’s right, sir. 

Senator Case. You don’t feel the funds should be authorized for 
doing the planning on toll roads unless the funds are authorized for 
the building of toll roads ? 

Mr. Reynonps. I didn’t say quite that. 

Senator Casr. Well, then I 

Mr. Reynotps. I said funds shouldn’t be authorized for planning a 
toll road in the State when no Federal-aid money can be used for toll 
roads. 

Now, of course, if Congress should change its mind on that matter 
and allow Federal aid to be used on toll roads, which we wouldn’t like 
very well, then that would change that. 

Senator Case. But you do favor a study of the economics, the cur- 
rent study of the economics, of toll roads ? 

Mr. Rrynoxps. Yes, sir; we would approve that. 

Senator Busu. Why aula you object to it if the States thought it 
would be the best way to do it ? 

Why would you object to having Federal-aid money used on the toll 
roads ¢ 

Mr. Reynotps. Because we think the idea in the country is for all 
roads, and especially Federal roads, to be free and have no charges 
made upon them. 

I know you have a special situation, Senator, in Connecticut. 

Senator Busu. Yes; I wasn’t thinking of my special bill. I was 
thinking of the general situation. 

Mr. Reynotps. We think that the system of American roads should 
be free and not subject to tolls. 

The only excuse for tolls is if you can’t get the roads that are nec- 
essary any other way. 

That is our policy. 

Senator Busu. Of course, don’t you think, in fairness, it has been 
demonstrated we got some awfully good roads we never would have 
had if they hadn’t been toll roads? 

Mr. Reynotps. Oh, precisely. That is what I say. 

Senator Busu. Yes. 

Mr. Reynotps. If there isn’t any other way of getting the road. 

Senator Busn. Yes. 

Mr. Reynotps. California is doing it without toll roads, and doing 
a very, very efficient job of it, and we are in the State of Washington, 
too. 

Senator Kucuet. I have the honor to represent a very magnificent 
commonwealth. 

Senator Hotitanp. And very ably. 

Mr. Reynotps. You certainly have, sir. 

There is one more thing I would like to say. I assume people repre- 
senting public utilities are going to appear before you and are going 
to ask, as they did in the House, that the legislation include a provision 
whereby Federal-aid money may be used to reimburse the utilities 
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for their cost of moving whenever a highway is relocated or recon- 
structed. 

The administration’s bill provides for a study of that matter, and 
we are in favor of having such a study made. 

We realize utilities are confronted with a problem, but the problem 
is so difficult and there are so many ramifications and all of the dif- 
ferent States have different provisions, so that we think the study 
is necessary before we actually take Federal funds and apply them 
to reimburse utilities for the cost of moving when a road is relocated 
or reconstructed. 

Now, here is what it means: The utilities, themselves, say it would 
cost about 5 percent of the Federal aid. If the Federal aid is $800 
million, it, therefore, means that $40 million less of roads would be 
constructed with Federal money than would otherwise be the case 
when we need every penny we can get and are so far short in building 
drivable highways. Nevertheless, if the utilities are shown to have 
to have it and it can be best in the overall economic situation, we will 
have an open mind on the matter. 

Senator Hottanp. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask this question. 

Senator Case. Senator Holland. 

Senator HoLtLanp. Doesn't the fact that State laws differ so widely 
and the question of ownership of rights-of-ways and whether or not 
they are owned by way of easement and what the nature of the ease- 
ment is, whether it is one by sufferance or not, makes such a complete 
difference between various situations that it is almost impossible to 
contemplate anyone handling Federally that would apply to all situ- 
ations ¢ 

Mr. Reynoxtps. Of course, you would avoid all of that if you took 
the utilities suggestion, which is that Federal aid be used for the entire 
reimbursement of them. Then, in any case, it wouldn’t make any 
difference what your State law said. 

Senator Hottanp. But it would make a great deal of difference in 
the State when the State law provides for reimbursement under a 
situation where the other State law provided the exact opposite. 

Mr. Reynoups. If the Federal Government reimbursed them, it 
wouldn’t make any difference in the State, would it ? 

Senator Hotianp. It would cut down the State’s participation in 
the Federal-aid program. I should say it would make a great deal 
of difference. 

Mr. Reynoxps. Well, it would certainly cut down. As I say, it 
would cut $40 million worth of drivable highways. 

Senator Hot.anp. Notwithstanding that fact, if under the State law 
there wasn’t any provision for that cutting down, you can easily see 
that particular kind of State would object very vigorously to such 
a condition. 

Mr. Reynorps. I would think they would, sir; yes. 

Senator Case. Are there further questions? 

If not, we want to thank you very much, Mr. Reynolds, for your 
appearance. 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, may I say this, too. 

Senator Casr. Senator Stennis. 

Senator Srennis. I think this is a very intelligent statement, and 
he has given us good light on several points. There hasn’t been time 
to read this statement or study it. There may be things in there that 
I would want to take exception to or object to, and so forth. So, 
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deferring to the Commission now, and not examining this gentleman, 
is no indication I don’t disagree with him on some points. 

Senator Hotitanp. Mr. Chairman, I would like 

Senator Case. Senator Holland. 

Senator Srennis. And I am a member of his organization. I want 
to say that. 

Mr. Reynoxps. I think probably most of us are. 

Senator Hotianp. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the witness 
one additional question. I notice his objection to the 6 months’ pro- 
vision relative to the expenditure of interstate aid as found in subsec- 
tion (b) of section 2 on page 5 of the administration bill. The pro- 
vision there is: 

Any sums apportioned to any State under the provisions of this section shall 
be available for expenditure in the State for 6 months after the close of the fiscal 
year for which such sums are authorized. 

I wonder if the witness has also considered in connection with his 
objection the next words in that section, the proviso: 





Provided, That such funds for any fiscal year shall be deemed to be expended 
in such amounts, and at such times as the Secretary of Commerce shall deter- 
mine that the incipient State has actually incurred contractual obligations there- 
under for the performance of specific projects. 

Mr. Reyno.ps. I think those are about the words in the present act, 
aren’t they, Senator ? 

What it would mean would be that if you had actually incurred an 
obligation in connection with the construction of any project, that 
that portion of it would be subject to Federal aid; but, as you know, 
especially on the urban sections of the interstate system, it takes a long, 
long time to really get under way. 

Senator Hottanp. In other words, your feeling is that, in spite of 
the fact there is time ahead of the year for payment in which planning 
is supposed to be done, in spite of the fact this provision allows the 
full year of payment, plus 6 months for the actual letting of the con- 
tract, you feel that still doesn’t allow for sufficient leeway ? 

Mr. Reynoxps. I don’t think it does, sir. You will note under the 
primary system it is 2 years, and, of course, these interstate highways 
are almost all primary roads. ; 

Senator Casr. Thank you very much, Mr. Reynolds. 

Mr. Reynorps. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Case. Are there any persons present who have statements 
they wish to file for the record ? 

The committee will have to adjourn until Monday at 10 o’clock; 
but if there are any persons who have statements they wish to put in 
the record, they may be received at this time. 

If not, the committee will stand in recess until Monday at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 12:10 p. m., the hearing was recessed, to reconvene 
at 10 a.m., Monday, March 1, 1954.) 
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MONDAY, MARCH 1, 1954 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
ComMMITTEE ON Pustiic Works, 
SuBcoMMITTEE ON Pusuic Roaps, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:13 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 412, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Francis Case, chairman of the subcom- 
mittee, presiding. 

Present: Senators Case (chairman of the subcommittee), Bush, 
Beall, Upton, Morse, Holland, Stennis, Kerr, and Gore. 

Also present: Charles N. Kapnic, chief clerk, Eloise Porter, assist- 
ant clerk; Ellsworth W. Bassett and Theo W. Sneed, technical staff 
members. 

Senator Case. The committee will come to order. 

This is a meeting of the Public Works Subcommittee on Roads for 
the purpose of conducting hearings on S. 2859 and S. 2982, which bills 
propose the biennial Federal-aid highway legislation. 

The agenda this morning proposes the following witnesses : 

Glenn Richards of the American Municipal Association. 

Leo V. Bodine, executive vice president of the National Lumber 
Manufacturers Association. 

William D. Haggenstein, managing director of the Industrial 
Forestry Association. 

Matt Triggs of the American Farm Bureau Federation, 

Edward P. Cliff of the Forest Service, Department of Agriculture, 
accompanied by Anthony P. Dean, Chief of Engineering of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

I will say to all of those present if any of you present have state- 
ments you wish to present for the record, whether you are listed on the 
agenda or not, the committee will be glad to receive your statements 
and incorporate them in the record. 

We will proceed at this time with the hearing of Mr. Glenn Richards, 
representing the American Municipal Association. 

Good morning, Mr. Richards. 


STATEMENT OF GLENN C. RICHARDS, SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC 
WORKS, DETROIT, MICH.; VICE CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON 
STREETS AND HIGHWAYS, AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Ricwarps. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the Committee on Pub- 
lic Works, I am Glenn C. Richards, superintendent of public works, 
city of Detroit, Mich. I am appearing again today as I have before 
this and other congressional committees for the past 10 years on behalf 
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of the American Municipal Association, as vice chairman of its com- 
mittee on streets and highways. 

The American Municipal Association is the national association of 
municipalities in the United States, with nearly 12,000 member 
municipalities in 44 States. However, at no time, have we appeared 
before congressional committees as a special pleader for municipali- 
ties. Our testimony in the past, as it will be today, is always con- 
cerned with the highway and street problem of the whole Nation and 
the need for treating the problem as an integrated whole. 

At the outset, we should like to commend the statesmanship and 
vision of our Nation’s highway problem as shown by Senator Case 
and Senator Martin in their authorship of the bills before your com- 
mittee. These bills reflect a philosophy of growth and confidence in 
our Nation. They also mirror the fact that their authors have con- 
sidered the grave problems surrounding our highway financing and 
the tragic inadequacies of the Nation’s highway system. The mem- 
bers of this committee who have worked hard on these bills are to be 
commended for their efforts and for their appreciation of the prob- 
lems involved in the Federal-aid highway program. 

As the municipal officials representing the municipalities of 
nation which is now nearly 60 percent urban in character, we are re- 
sponsible to the citizens of the local units of Government in which 
most of the people of the United States now live. We offer our ad- 
vice and counsel with the knowledge that it is your responsibility as 
Members of Congress to weight our proposals and recommendations 
and to take such action as you deem advisable, in the light of all the 
facts known to you. 

In this regard it should be pointed out that for the past 2 years our 
association has been working very closely with the National Associa- 
tion of County Officials and the American Association of State High- 
way Officials. We feel that the major recommendations of the three 
groups are not only in accord, but express a philosophy that will solve 
the highway problem now. 

We wish to endorse the substance of the statement presented to this 
committee on February 19, 1954, by Mr. Alfred Johnson, president of 
the American Association of State Highway Officials. Rather than 
take up your valuable time with a lengthy repetition of the major facts 
brought out in that testimony, we wish simply to commend those 
irrefutable background facts to you and urge your adoption of the 
principle features contained therein. 

Also in the interests of conservation of time, we ask your indulgence 
to submit for the record the statements which we prepared on behalf 
of the Nation’s municipalities for use during the extensive hearings 
conducted by the House Roads Subcommittee ‘last year. 

(The material submitted by Mr. Richards is as follows :) 


TESTIMONY OF CHELSIe J. SENERCHTIA, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON HIGHWAYs, 
TRAFFIC, AND PARKING, AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATION, MAYOR OF MIAMI, 
FLA. 


Chairman McGregor, gentlemen of the committee, I am Mayor Chelsie J. 
Senerchia, mayor of the city of Miami, Fla. I am appearing here this morn- 
ing in my capacity as chairman of the highway committee of the American 
Municipal Association, an association representing nearly 12,000 cities in 43 
States across the Nation. In order to save your valuable time, I am submitting 
for the record the policy resolutions of our association on the subject of high- 
ways and roads. These resolutions were democratically arrived at as a result 
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of the deliberated considerations of the leading municipal officials at the largest 
gathering of those officials—the American Municipal Congress of the American 
Municipal Association. 

We understand that the purpose of these hearings is to examine the present 
Federal highway legislation—to reappraise it and to test its worth. We com- 
mend this effort. We feel that such an appraisal will yield great benefits to this 
committee and to the Congress. One of the things that is bound to show up is 
that despite the magnitude of the requirements on rural highways and local 
rural roads, it is the city streets which have a higher degree of inadequacy and 
often the most costly requirements for modernization. For while the recognized 
priority of rural highway improvement for many years necessitated principal 
attention to this tremendous task, the growth of urban vehicle registrations and 
the concentration of traffic in cities now makes the most urgent need for high- 
way improvement occur in the cities and metropolitan areas. 

Today, well over half of all traffic is on city streets and in the suburban fringes 
around cities. Despite this fact, it was not until 1944 that cities were assured of 
funds from the Federal-Aid Highway Act by the introduction in that act, for 
the first time, of specifically designated funds for use on urban streets. Prior 
to that time the long established emphasis upon rural highway improvement con- 
tinued, despite the shifting needs. Today, the highway system in our cities and 
their environs constitute the most critical areas of highway transportation. No 
objective student of the highway problem would deny this fact. City officials 
are gratified that the present Federal-Air highway Act recognizes this prob- 
lem and that the present formula contains provision for meeting it, at least par- 
tially. We would remind this committee again that because more than half of 
the total street and highway traffic in the United States moves on city streets, 
the consumption of gasoline by motor vehicles takes place predominantly on 
streets of incorporated municipalities. Thus, more than half of the Federal tax 
on gasoline is earned on city streets. Unfortunately, it is also true that more 
than half of the wear and tear on streets and highways occurs within cities. 
Consequently, there should be returned for urban use the greatest proportion of 
highway revenue consistent with a well-balanced street and highway system. 

History teaches us that State highway policy gives more favorable consideration 
to rural highway problems than it does to city highway problems. In this con- 
nection, I would like to cite a specific instance as it applies to our State of Florida, 
and in particular to the city of Miami in the county of Dade in which I reside. 

Dade County is composed of 26 municipalities, the largest of which is the city 
of Miami, and together forming one greater Miami metropolitan area. The 
present population of Dade County is estimated at 600,000, of which 300,000 
is estimated to be the population of the principal city of Miami. The unincorpo- 
rated areas are estimated to have a population of 50,000 with the balance of the 
population being distributed in the other 25 municipalities. 

Surveys indicate that 75 percent of the gasoline revenues accruing from Dade 
County is from the sale of gasoline within the corporate limits of the city of 
Miami. Thesame ratio applies to automobile tag revenue. 

A recent survey was made by the city of Miami for a 10-year period extending 
from 1940 through 1950 covering gasoline sales, automobile tag revenue, and 
highway programs. It was interesting to note that this survey indicated that 
in this period approximately $47,600,000 in gasoline taxes were paid into the 
State Treasury from the city of Miami. Further, that approximately $20 million 
in automobile tag revenue was paid into the State treasury from the city of 
Miami, for a grand total of $67,600,000. 

And yet, in that same period of time, a report issued by the Road Department 
of the State of Florida indicates that the ridiculous sum of approximately $9 
million was expended for all forms of highway improvements in the entire county. 
However, the most significant and extraordinary part of this report is that of 
this amount, not one single Federal-aid highway traversing the city of Miami 
was improved and modernized to meet present day traffic requirements. 

It is also singular in the fact that during this same period of time, Federal- 
aid and State highways in the unincorporated sections of the county have been 
widened, improved, constructed and modernized leading up to the city limits. 

This situation is one which we find is typical in many other States. It is a 
situation which requires that protective measures through proper legislation be 
taken wherein the municipalities can be assured of proper relief through Federal 
aid in modernizing Federal-aid highways which traverse the cities. 

The legislation should include some provision which would make it mandatory 
upon the State governments to assign and earmark for the municipalities an 
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equitable amount of Federal-aid funds allocated to the States, such amount to 
be developed through a formula based either upon gasoline taxes collected by 
the State or upon population. In this manner, the municipalities will be assured 
of improvements in their highway systems. 

That this is true in other States is shown by the fact that in 1940, there were 
28 States which distributed no motor-vehicle revenues to cities for local streets 
and the remaining States allocated only $51 million out of $1 billion, 240 million 
of highway revenues to city governments. At the same time, 22 States spent no 
money on State highway extensions through cities, while the States which did 
make such outlays spent only $32 million out of a total State highway expendi- 
ture of over $1 billion. This expenditure pattern is in sharp contrast to the large 
sums of State motor-vehicle revenues distributed to local units of government 
for rural roads. 

In your policy deliberations, I would urge you to remember that motor-vehicle 
traffic is predominantly local, short-run traffic and that highway requirements 
therefore involve to a principal degree the provision of a satisfactory city trans- 
portation network. State highway systems and the Federal interstate highway 
system cannot be considered complete chains if they are constantly interrupted 
by weak city links. 

Gentlemen, just 8 years ago, a Senate committee of the United States Congress 
asked this question: 

“When one observes the countless impediments that embarrass the movement 
of 20th century traffic through 18th century streets—one wonders how long it 
will be before complete congestion will result?” 

Unless there is a Federal-Aid Highway Act, along much the same lines which 
now exist, and unless the Federal-aid highway policies continue to recognize the 
problems of the cities and specifically provide funds to help cities meet those 
problems, then the answer to the Senate question asked a moment ago will be 
that complete congestion has arrived—now ! 

We in the cities have a tremendous problem on our hands trying to handle the 
great volume of traffic that has come upon us. City street construction is always 
more expensive than rural construction, because of the highway land acquisition 
costs, running up as high as $12 million a mile on some of our expressways in 
such cities as Los Angeles and Detroit. The cities cannot meet the cost of build- 
ing new streets and expressways to handle present day traffic problems without 
help. We urge you to consider the advisability of continuing Federal aid to city 
streets along a formula similar to that now contained in the Federal-Aid High- 
way Act. 

We thank you for the opportunity of appearing. 


Po.ticy STATEMENT ON HIGHWAYS PRESENTED BY THE AMERICAN MUNICIPAL 
ASSOCIATION 


Resolved, That the following policy on highways, traffic and parking be the ex- 
pressed opinion of the American Municipal Association. 

Motor-vehicle traffic in and around cities threatens to choke the economic life 
of these areas and make them undesirable as places for homes and business. The 
terminals for highway traffic—passenger cars, trucks, and buses—are in the 
cities. The same urban centers are the hubs of State, county, and Federal high- 
way systems. Accordingly, traffic density is high in urban areas so that now 
more than half of the vehicle mileage is on urban streets. These streets, high- 
ways, and expressways within the cities and incorporated areas cost several 
times as much per mile as rural roads. The urban areas of the United States are 
not receiving their fair share of the motor-vehicle revenues in spite of the heavy 
traffic loads and the needs for expressways and relief arteries. To help solve the 
problems of highways, traffic and parking, the American Municipal Association 
adopts this statement of policy and action. 





FEDERAL RELATIONS 


The United States Bureau of Public Roads is commended for the steps it has 
taken to develop and promote an integrated national system of highways and for 
its cooperation in spirit and in fact with State and municipal officials. 

The needs of urban areas were first recognized in the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1944. The recently adopted Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950 was further 
improved by permitting use of Federal funds to pay 50 percent of the cost of ac- 
quisition of land for Federal-aid highways in cities and by a new provision per- 
mitting cities to expedite their highway programs by selling bonds payable in 
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part from future State and Federal aid. But the changes in purchasing power 
make the Federal aid under the 1950 act far less valuable than it was under the 
1944 law. There is need for amendments to the existing Federal Highway Act, 
which will be considered again in 1952. AMA should join with other interests 
such as County National Highway Organization, State Highway Officials, Ameri- 
can Road Builders Association and the American Public Works Association for 
the promotion of proper amendments to the Highway Act. 

A far greater proportion of the highway users taxes collected should be allo- 
cated to the Federal-aid highway fund and a substantial part of the addition 
should be spent on urban highways and access or arterial streets in cities. Only 
25 percent of the fund under the 1950 act may be spent exclusively in urban areas. 
The States may spend in urban areas part of the 45 percent allotted to primary 
roads. A consideration of urban needs warrants the use of a substantial portion 
of the Federal-aid primary road fund in the highly urbanized States with the per- 
centage varying according to the proportion of urban to rural highway use. Such 
a flexible policy will be more equitable for both urban and rural States. Bottle- 
necks on the Federal-aid systems within cities should receive renewed and 
concerted attention from Federal, State, and local highway officials. 


STATE RELATIONS 


Municipalities are largely dependent on the States for highway funds, highway 
planning and traffic laws. The need for greater understanding between State 
and local officials therefore is apparent. Without being critical of the excellent 
spirit of cooperation now existing in many States, the following steps are recom- 
mended in State-local highway relations: 

1. There should be a more equitable distribution of highway user revenues on 
the basis of road use. Although in some states large sums are distributed to be 
used in cities, in most States an equitable distribution will require that sub- 
stantial increases be provided for municipal streets and highways. The extremes 
are illustrated by Florida, which neither distributes nor uses any motor-user 
revenues in cities although it collected $70,491,000 in 1949, while California col- 
lected $232,908,000 in 1949 and used in cities $55,400,000. 

2. Those who use the roads and those whose activities require extra heavy 
construction should pay their shart of highway costs. Since motor-user revenues 
are traditionally dedicated to highway and traffic use, it should be true that those 
who use the roads should pay for them. The State distribution of motor-user 
revenues plus any special local motor user taxes should provide enough money 
for major local streets carrying heavy traffic loads su that ad valorem or special 
assessment taxes on property will be required only for purely residential streets. 

8. Highway user taxes with such Federal funds as may be available, should be 
sufficient to construct and maintain truck lanes and primary roads and streets 
wherever they may be located. 

4. The weight and length of motortrucks should be controlled by State law and 
State police to protect the highways from disintegration and the other motorists 
from injury. Motortrucks which habitually and knowingly carry great excess 
weight should be impounded and their owners’ licenses rescinded. 

5. The highway agency in each State should classify road systems and estab- 
lish standards for systems. The traffic permitted on each highway should be 
governed by the quality and character of the highway and its adaptability to 
particular uses. Laws should be uniform throughout the State and throughout 
the country for the same conditions, and these uniform laws should be known and 
publicized. 

6. The State highway system including the urban links should constitute a well 
integrated long-range plan for the entire State. 

7. Where urban highway problems are most acute they must be attacked on 
a statewide and metropolitan area basis by joint committees or joint consultation 
of State and local governments. 

8. State laws should exempt municipal motor vehicles from all State gasoline 
taxes just as they are now exempt from Federal gasoline taxes. Where State 
and county vehicles are exempt from motor-vehicle registration fees, municipal- 
ities should enjoy the same exemptions. 

9. Special technical assistance should be available to smaller communities 
from the highway agency in each State. 

10. The State governments pass most of the legislation for traffic safety and 
traffic regulation. Therefore, the States themselves must take uniform and 
aggressive measures for enforcement of the State laws and regulations. The 
States should take all necessary steps within their jurisdictions for greater 
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safety, such as the issuing of drivers’ licenses, the inspection of motor vehicles, 
and the provision of standards of traffic regulations in nonurban areas. 


LOCAL ACTION 


1. The first duty of each municipality is to know its own street and highway 
needs and their relation to the State highway plan. 

2. Coordinated and unified action of all local governments is necessary to work 
out the urban highway problems within a State. The initiative should come 
from the municipalities who should unite in planning and in obtaining necessary 
legisaltion. 

3. Municipalities are fully justified in requesting the State governments to 
construct and maintain the State and Federal highways within municipal limits 
on the same basis as outside municipalities. There is no justifiable distinction 
between parts of state highways within and without incorporated places. 

4. Wherever practical, municipalities should adopt the uniform traffic ordi- 
nance of the President’s Highway Safety Conference. The action program of 
the President’s Highway Safety Conference should be adopted as widely as 
possible. Variations may necessarily be made within a State to make the law 
conform to State statutes and court decisions. To the greatest extent possible 
there should be complete national uniformity in traffic laws, traffic signals, and 
traffic enforcement. 

5. There is no substitute for adequate enforcement of traffic laws and regu- 
lations. Intelligently drawn traffic laws, impartially enforced by law enforce- 
ment authorities and courts, without favoritism, are essential to the lives and 
safety of people as well as the rapid movement of traffic. 

6. The streets of an incorporated place as well as rural highways are intended 
to serve for the movement of traffic and not for parking places. Urban streets 
have lost their full usefulness as traffic arteries, and the investment in them is 
lost, because the streets built at high cost are substitutes for garages. Municipal- 
ities must encourage the building of off-street parking lots and garages. Where 
private enterprise does not provide adequate parking areas essential to the 
continuance of economic activity, then the municipality is justified in construct- 
ing and operating parking facilities, or cooperating with private enterprise. 

7. Municipalities should establish a workable organization and have proper 
management of the traffic enforcement division in the police department and 
should coordinate with it its traffic engineering division. 


INTERGOVERN MENTAL ACTION 


1. Within each State there should be an overall highway plan for the State 
including the federally aided highways, the primary State highway system, 
secondary State highway system, the State and county roads within cities, and 
the purely local roads in all jurisdictions. In any given governmental unit such 
as a city or county, there ought to be joint planning and joint study of the high- 
way needs of that area. In any jurisdiction, incorporated place, county or State, 
all streets or highways should be considered as part of a single integrated high- 
way plan. This implies the need for joint planning at different levels of Gov- 
ernment, such as joint planning of federally aided highways in cities by Federal, 
State and local officials: of State highways within cities by State, city, and per- 
haps county highway officials. Such steps are necessary for integration of the 
street and highway system of the country. 

2. The Federal, State, and local governments acting jointly in the areas where 
they have jurisdiction should determine what kind of a street and highway sys- 
tem is wanted and for what purpose it is being constructed. 

3. Where countywide highway taxes are levied within municipalities, or road 
bonds issued to be paid from countywide taxes, a proportionate part of these 
oe y taxes and bond proceeds levied by the counties should be used in munici- 
palities. 

4. If Federal aid is to be continued for secondary roads and streets, it is hereby 
declared to be the policy of the American Municipal Association that secondary 
roads and streets inside municipalities be eligible for Federal aid in the same 
proportion that Federal aid is available for the roads and streets in rural areas: 
therefore, the cities be given the same treatment as the rural areas. 


1952 RESOLUTIONS 


(1) Whereas Federal aid is available to carry county roads into and through 
cities of less than 5,000 in population: and 
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Whereas it is the sense of the American Municipal Association that the present 
law should be expanded to improve county roads through all incorporated 
municipalities: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the American Municipal Association recommends to the United 
States Congress that the present law governing the availability of secondary 
road funds be expanded and amended so as to grant discretionary powers to 
county road officials to utilize secondary Federal-aid highway funds to improve 
county roads through all incorporated municipalities regardless of population. 

(2) Whereas it is the policy of the United States Department of Commerce 
Bureau of Public Roads to penalize States that divert highway user revenue to 
purposes other than highway improvement; and 

Whereas more and more States are seeing the sensibleness and wisdom of 
placing in their laws and constitutions prohibitions against the diversion of 
highway user revenues; and 

Whereas in principle this is a logical and reasonable development : Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the American Municipal Association recommends that the Con- 
gress adopt a policy that would call for the prohibition on the use of Federal 
funds which are collected from highway users for use on any other project or for 
any other purpose other than meeting the overwhelming needs of our presently 
inadequate highway system; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be made available to the members of 
the appropriate congressional committees. 

(3) Whereas the highway problem is one of responsibility between the govern- 
ing bodies of the Federal, State, county and municipal officials ; and 

Whereas highway policies and needs ean best be decided by the cooperation 
and united action on the part of these various levels of government : Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the American Municipal Association invite the participation in 
a national coordinating highway committee concerned with highway needs of 
representatives of the American Association of State Highway officials and the 
National Association of County Officials; be it further 

Resolved, That this committee be authorized to make adequate studies and 
perform research in this field and to make the results of such study and research 
known to the Congress and the Nation. 

(4) Whereas it has been determined that in some States there is an apparent 
misunderstanding of the word “urban” in its application under the Federal 
Highway Act and 

Whereas it has also been determined that in many instances Federal-aid urban 
highways are being improved only to the corporate limits of a municipality: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the American Municipal Association undertake immediate and 
comprehensive conferences with the United States Bureau of Public Roads with 
a view toward establishing and defining the definition of the word “urban” as 
used in the Federal-Aid Highway Act so as to assure that the future and present 
funds appropriated by Congress for use in urban areas be spent in incorporated 
municipalities otherwise eligible under the act. In addition, the American 
Municipal Association desires to stress to the Bureau of Public Roads the abso- 
lute and unvarying necessity to see that the intent of the act regarding the funds 
for urban use is carried out. 


AN ADEQUATE NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM 


Statement by Glenn C. Richards, superintendent of public works, city of Detroit, 
representing the American Municipal Association 


I would like to congratulate the chairman of this subcommittee and its mem- 
bers for recognizing the urgency of a solution to our national highway problem 
and scheduling these hearings. The topics for consideration certainly cover the 
subject thoroughly, and should produce many good ideas as well as a great deal 
of factual information. The American Municipal Association has appeared be- 
fore this committee many times and has always found the committee to be re- 
ceptive to sound suggestions and progressive ideas. 

Today we face a third milestone on the road of highway progress in this coun- 
try. In 1912, Congress recognized its highway responsibility to the overall wel- 
fare of our country by establishing a joint Congressional Roads Committee to 
study the part the Federal Government should play in the development of our 
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highways. Funds were appropriated to assist States in meeting the needs of that 
day. 

Again in 1944, Congress recognized the changing needs, particularly the trend 
of increased highway use in urban areas, and set aside a portion of the yearly 
appropriation to assist in meeting these needs. 

Today, we are facing a more critical period in our highway building than has 
ever existed in the past. We all recognize that the traffic on our highways and 
streets has far outdistanced our progress in adequately meeting the needs. We 
all recognize that we can no longer continue to put off this job which is a joint 
responsibility of all levels of Government. 

I understand these hearings are being held to get an expression of opinion 
from various highway interests which might be helpful to you in reaching con- 
clusions as to the Federal Government’s responsibility in helping to solve this 
problem. 

Only through cooperative efforts on the part of all highway interests can we 
arrive at a satisfactory solution. 

It is high time each of us sincerely considered the overall needs of the country 
and agreed upon a plan to meet these needs. 

It is high time we agreed as to the responsibility of financing highways and 
streets by the various levels of Government. 

It is high time we stopped talking about aid programs and started facing up 
our individual responsibilities. 

It is high time we, on all levels of Government, agreed upon a sound financing 
plan, based on physical studies rather than political expenditures. 

We can no longer consider city streets, county, State and Federal roads as 
individual problems. Only by building a balanced adequate integrated national 
network of highways can be met the demands of today’s transportation needs. 

Before we can hope to come to a sound solution, we must first jointly agree to 
a national master highway plan which will satisfactorily meet today’s needs 
today, in the city, through the country and across the Nation. 

We are all aware of the many obstacles standing in the way of an agreement 
by the various interests in arriving at such an approved plan. There has never 
been agreement between either highway authorities or highway users as to the 
needs, or to the financing method of meeting these needs. 

The Bureau of Public Roads for many years has had a competent staff studying 
the Nation’s highway needs. The Commissioner has available a great deal of 
factual information with which to prepare a master street and highway plan, 
as well as sound recommendations on effectuating this plan. 

The American Municipal Association stands ready and willing to join with 
other national associations and work with the Commissioner and his staff in 
the preparation of such a master plan. 

During the past 2 years, a committee formed by the National Highway Re- 
search Council, and sponsored by the Bureau of Public Roads, and State, city 
and county national highway associations, have been working together on a 
project for improved intergovernmental relationship. A staff working for this 
committee has assimilated a great deal of information and has prepared several 
reports. A final report is nearly completed and should be reviewed by this com- 
mittee and made a part of the records of these hearings. 

I will point out a few of the highlights brought out in the study and in the 
several meetings the committee has had. 


1. A division of highway responsibility must be established and agreed upon by 
all levels of Government 

Origin-destination studies to determine how and by whom our streets and 
highways are used should be undertaken in every State. From these studies, 
conclusions must be arrived at as to the portion of our national network df 
streets and highways that are the responsibility of the city, county, State, and 
Federal Government. Much of this information is now available to the Bureau 
of Public Roads and can be used for a basis in determining the classification of 
highway responsibility. 


2. Highway officials on all levels must recognize that only by working together 
as a team can we meet our national highway responsibility 


Too long have we failed to recognize that only by building an adequate inte- 
gated network of highways can we meet the ever growing traffic needs. A good 
highway system between cities does not satisfy the highway user, as he must 
continually be tied up in city traffic jams. A cooperative understanding rela- 
tionship between the highway officials of the various levels of Government can 
eliminate this weakness in our highway program. 
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As an example of what can be done by good intergovernmental relationship, 
I would like to point out our experience in Michigan. Highway officials on all 
levels of Government joined together with the highway user groups to make a 
highway needs study of the State. A report with legislative recommendation 
was prepared and signed by all representatives. The legislation was proposed to 
the Michigan State Legislature and passed in 1950. 

This legislation provided for a substantial increase in revenues, a fair dis- 
tribution of these revenues based on needs, an accounting of the revenues by each 
level of Government, and a classification of all highways as to responsibility. 
Legislation also provides for joint participation by the State, county, and city 
in the construction of highways jointly used by city, county, and State auto- 
mobile and truck owners. The Detroit expressway plan is one of these projects 
which is being planned, financed, and constructed jointly. The good relationship 
which has been built up in Michigan is outstanding, and is possible in any Stave 
as well as the Nation as a whole. 


8. Highway officials must recognize that the highway users are our customers, 
and highways must be built to satisfactorily serve trucks as well as pas- 
senger cars and buses 

Disagreement between the highway users and the highway builders for many 
years is one of the causes of delay in improving our highway system. A great 
deal of pressure has been exerted by highway user groups to reduce highway 
taxes rather than increase them, even though they agree that we cannot build 
adequate highways to meet their needs without additional revenues. A more 
cooperative relationship between highway officials and user groups is needed if 
we are to eliminate the block now existing in accelerating our highway program. 

Highways now adequately constructed to meet the demand of heavier axle 
loads should be classified as heavy truck routes, and loads up to their designed 
capacity permitted. New major highways should be designed and built to meet 
tomorrow’s needs, rather than yesterday’s. 

While it is agree that our present highways should not be overloaded, economy 
demands that we make full use of our highways in accordance with their 
strength and condition. 


4. Before requesting additional highway tazres, a complete stop should be made 
to the diversion of exristing highway revenues 

A cooperative study by representatives of various highway interests as to the 
highway needs, and a plan to meet these needs, must be undertaken before addi- 
tional taxes are requested. Many States have made such studies, but a clear, 
overall national picture has not as yet been arrived at. Highway interests are 
not in agreement as to the sphere of Federal participation. There is, however, 
almost unanimity of opinion as to the desirability of increased Federal partici- 
pation on the interstate highway system. 

Commissioner Du Pont’s testimony covers this particular subject thoroughly, 
and I am sure that the cities will add wholehearted support to his recommenda- 
tion that the Federal Government concentrate their effort on the interstate high- 
Way system. 


CONCLUSION 


Our road and street system, administered by the several units of Government, 
must form an integrated pattern if they are to provide maximum transportation 
service. The provision of adequate highway facilities is a responsibility shared 
jointly by all governmental units. The highway problem will only be solved 
through cooperation and compromise on the part of authorities of all govern- 
mental jurisdictions. 
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U.S. HIGHWAYS ENTERING CITIES 





U.S.HIGHWAYS ENTERING MIAMI, FLORIDA 
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U.S. HIGHWAYS ENTERING INDIANAPOLIS 
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INDIANAPOLIS Population 427,173 
I Cons 








86 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


U.S. HIGHWAYS ENTERING DENVER 





DENVER Population 415, 786 
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U.S. HIGHWAYS ENTERING CINCINNATI 
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CINCINNATI Population 503,998 
(1950 Census 
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U.S. HIGHWAYS ENTERING SAN ANTONIO 
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SAN ANTONIO Population 408, 442 





(1950 Census) 
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Mr. Ricuarps. We wish to speak on two specific matters regarding 
the Case and Martin bills. The first of these is a suggested amendment 
making it possible to use urban road funds to extend secondary roads 
through cities. The second is the concept of distributing Federal-aid 
highway funds on the basis of highway use as reflected by population. 

We urge you to adopt an amendment making it possible to extend 
secondary roads through muncipalities, using urban project funds, 
because at the present time this is the one important link in our high- 
way system that has been given little consideration in the use of 
Federal-aid funds. 

These are not local roads. They are extensions of important high- 
ways leading from rural areas to cities or from suburban areas or 
from other smaller cities to and through the central city. 

Under the present act these roads have been improved with the use 
of secondary Federal-aid funds up to the city limit lines leaving them 
obsolete and inadequate inside the city where traffic congestion and 
density demand that they be improved. 

This suggested amendment will provide greater utility and flexi- 
bility in the farm-to-market road system by enabling the farmer to 
bring his produce directly to the hearts of our cities where the market 
is located. 

Our suggested amendment will insure the farmer of finding as good 
a road at the end of his journey as he does at the start of it. 

This recommendation was arrived at in joint consultation with the 
National Association of County Officials. 

In 1944, for the first time, the Congress recognized the tremendous 
surge of humanity to the urban areas of our country by providing 
Federal-aid funds to assist urban areas in providing adequate exten- 
sions of United States trunklines through cities. This recognized the 
fact that United States highways go through cities and not just to 
them. 

Since 1944 the trend has continued at an accelerated pace until at 
the present time approximately 60 percent of the Nation’s population 
lives in urban areas. This can mean only one thing. A larger per- 
centage of the automobile users are now in urban areas and the need 
for improving the highway facilities is concentrated, as are the people, 
in those areas. 

It is agreed that adequate, safe highways through cities can be ac- 
complished only by a separation of the local traffic from the through 
traffic. All highway experts agree that expressways and limited- 
access highways are the safe and economical method for doing this. 
The cost of this type of highway runs many times greater inside of 
cities than outside. 

In my own city of Detroit, the average cost per mile for our ex- 
pressways is $8 million. The same type of construction on turnpikes 
running through open countryside costs less than $2 million per mile. 
Controlled access highways which will safely and economically carry 
traffic outside of cities can be built for approximately $300,000 per 
mile. 

It is logical, then, that these factors be taken into consideration by 
the Congress in providing Federal funds to match local funds in build- 
ing these needed, expensive United States trunklines in urban areas. 

The language of the Martin bill acknowledges these facts of high- 
way life. It provides for distribution of a portion of the money on a 
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population basis, which is the most accurate indicator of highway 
needs and use that we have been able to develop. 

This fact has been indicated by all of the studies of the Bureau of 
Public Roads and the American Association of State Highway 
Officials. 

Based on these scientific inquiries, the American Association of 
State Highway Officials has made this philosophy a part of its na- 
tional highway policy and they stressed this point in their testimony 
before this committee last week. We join them in presenting these 
facts to you, and we endorse them here, today. 

The excellent bills prepared by Senators Case and Martin do recog- 
nize the need of accelerating our highway program, but in our opinion 
thoughtful consideration should be given for an even greater accele- 
ration. 

It is not without careful thought that we make this recommendation. 
Recent, reliable, detailed studies indicate that the total highway needs 
on our Federal-aid highway system are from 30 to 50 billion dollars. 
‘rom my own observations, based on 30 years of experience with the 
highway problem in Michigan and elsewhere, I am convinced that even 
the $50 billion estimate is conservative. For example, the Michigan 
Needs Study which is the basis of the figure used for Michigan in 
summarizing the Nation’s highway needs indicated for that State a 
$1.4 billion need. 

This study was made in 1947. Since that time we have had a cost 
index increase of 67 percent. We have also experienced an increase of 
automobile registrations, in Michigan, of 40 percent. 

Using these two indices, based on the early study, the needs of Michi- 
gan in March 1954, would be approximately $2.5 billion. 

The original study was made up from information received from the 
cities, counties, and State Highway Department of Michigan. 

When Detroit was asked to submit its needs, the best estimate in- 
dicated an $800 million expressway program for 100 miles of these 
roads as indicated on our master plan. The actual figure used in the 
report cut this estimate down by 75 percent, to $200 million. 

We will soon complete $200 million worth of expressways when our 
two major expressways are completed in the near future. When they 
are eontiplched, we will still have need for an additional $600 million 
worth of these highways. 

The same ratio of cut was applied to the estimated needs from other 
cities and the counties. On this basis, the original $1.5 billion figure 
should have been at least doubled. 

From a review of similar studies made in the other States, it is ap- 
parent that the same conservative estimates were reported. 

Using these studies as a basis of summarizing today’s needs one can 
see that the 30- to 50-billion-dollar estimate is ultraconservative. 

But, as a starting point, if we assume the $40 billion to be the coun- 
try’s highway need and we are appropriating $800 million as suggest- 
ed in these bills matched by $800 million of local funds for use on the 
Federal-aid highway system, we appropriate approximately $1.6 bil- 
lion per year to improve this system. re 

With a $40 billion need and a $1.6 billion SEE needle we are 
creeping up on the problem at a snail’s pace which will result in pro- 
viding today’s highways 25 years hence. 
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Solving today’s problem a quarter of a century from now is not the 
best that this Nation with its mighty resources and ambitious determi- 
nation to provide a better stand: ird of livi ing can do. 

In 1950 we appeared before congression: al committees and suggested 
that the highway program lent itself to long-term financing as well as 
or better than other types of public works. This has been recognized 
for many years. We recommended that the Highway Act be amended 
to allow Federal-aid funds to be used to he ‘Ip retire bonds on the Fed- 
eral-aid highway projects approved by the Bureau of Public Roads. 

I was particularly interested in this amendment as we had already a 
plan in mind, in Detroit, of selling bonds to accelerate our expressway 
program which had been moving at about the speed of molasses drip- 
ping through a pinhole at freezing temperatures. We did sell the 
bonds. As a result, our program was accelerated by 400 percent. 

We are today spending $40 million a year. There being available 
only $5 million of Federai funds, we are carrying the Federal Govern- 
ment for $15 million a year on the long-recognized Federal responsi- 
bility of 50-50 matching funds for United States trunklines. 

There has been so little money available for United States trunk- 
lines in Michigan that we have been unable to make use of the bond- 
financing provision of the 1950 act. 

Increased funds, as proposed in the Case and Martin bills, will make 
more money available not only to Michigan but to every State in the 
Nation. 

A portion of these funds can well be spent for long-term financing. 
Some States have already been progressive enough to recognize the 
need of long-term financing and have put the matter up to a vote of 
the people. 

The question which the pe ople were asked to vote on was “Are you 
willing to pay the increased cost of financing these highways so that 
they can be built now” ? 

The answer was overwhelmingly “Yes.” 

In our neighboring State of Ohio the vote was 2 to 1 in favor of a 
$500 million bond issue. This was in addition to a $250 million toll- 
road program which had just been approved. 

States and cities have shown their willingness to pledge their credit 
toward meeting their share of this highway problem. “Other States 
will soon be following the example of Ohio. 

Michigan, besides studying a toll-road program, is considering a 
referendum this fall for a $500 million bond freeway construction 
program. 

It is, therefore, logical to conclude that sufficient Federal funds 
should be made available to help retire the bonds used to meee United 
States trunklines for those progressive States which are ready and 
willing to not only borrow money to pay their share of the obligatida, 
but are likewise willing to borrow money to carry the Federal Govern- 
ment’s share of the program. 

In this regard, we know that it was not the intention of Senator Case 
to penalize the municipalities in providing funds for urban road con- 
struction. The provision of S. 2859 which allocates $65 million for use 
in accordance with section 9 of the bill—the Defense Highway sec- 
tion—seems to leave municipalities with $135 million for urban road 
projects; this at a time when the other funds are receiving a propor- 
tionate increase would not seem to be in accord with the spirit of the 
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bill. Accordingly, we suggest most strongly and vigorously that on 
page 2, subsection (c), commencing on line 12, that all of the words be 
stricken out after the word “urban” to the end of the paragraph on line 
16, so that section (c) will read “(c) $200 million for projects on the 
Federal-aid highway system in urban areas.” 

In closing, we would like to submit for your consideration the prop- 
osition that now is the time to provide adequate funds to solve the 
Nation’s pressing highway problem within a reasonable period of 
time. 

In accordance with our 1953 policy statement which urged retention 
of the 2-cent Federal gas tax beyond its present expiration date, and 
in accordance with our 1952 policy statements we suggest that the term 
“adequate funds” be defined as “an approximation of the total high- 
way user revenues collected by the Federal Government during the 
year.” 

That would be approximately $2 billion we are talking about. 

Thank you for the courtesy of hearing this testimony. 

I shall be glad to try to answer any questions you may have. 

Senator Case. Mr. Richards, it has been a very interesting state- 
ment. First, I should like to make an observation relative to your 
recommendation on the section of the bill which I introduced which 
relates to the Defense Highway section, section 9. In the act 2 years 
ago we put in a clause in the access-roads paragraph which made it 
possible for money allocated for access roads to be used on cireum- 
ferential or intracity radial routes. It hasn’t been used too much, but 
the purpose of that was to help cities with their road problems, and 
it was to make the money that was available for access roads available 
for use on urban problems. 

The proposal to make $200 million available for projects in the 
urban areas represents, of course, a very substantial increase over what 
has been available for that category before; and, as a means of de- 
veloping, I hope, some support for that increase, the suggestion was 
that part of the money could be available for that particular type of 
access road known as a circumferential or arterial route through a 
city. 

So, it wasn’t with the idea of penalizing urban areas; it was with 
the idea of helping them. 

Mr. Ricuarps. I am sure that was your idea; but, as we analize it, 
I think it will hurt our program. 

Now, it so happens that in most cases the highways you are talking 
about are either the interstate system, the urban system or the sec- 
ondary system. 

We would have no objections to—in fact, we would encourage and 
like to see—an amount set in the bill for this type of highway. We 
think it ought to be a separate section. We don’t think it should come 
out of our money particularly. 

Part of the highways will be around and part of them will be defense 
highways running out from the cities. 

We think it is an overall problem and an overall part of all the 
United States trunkline system. 

Senator Case. For example, here in the city of Washington is this 
Route No. 1, which comes through the city. It crosses the bridge into 
the city and funnels between the Capitol and a part of the downtown 
traffic. There is a lot of truck traffic which comes in from Virginia 
which is headed for Baltimore. It congests the traffic and comes 
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through here at the time the Government bureaus are either filling 
up with the people or letting the people out in the evening. It makes 
for a tremendous traflic problem. 

The thought has been that if there could be a belt route around the 
city it would move both types of traffic much more swiftly and with- 
out putting nearly the strain on the already congested arteries of the 
city. 

That explains how it came into the access roads category 2 years ago. 

In addition to that, it has been felt, by some of us, at least, if we had 
a war condition, where a city was under attack, it ought to be possible 
to send a lot of the traffic out around the city rather than running it 
through the city and that there ought to be, supplementing these belt 
reutes or circumferential routes, supplemental intracity radio routes 
so people could get from the heart of the city out to them rather than 
traveling through the city. 

Mr. Ricuarps. I agree with you 100 percent. The highways are 
needed. 

I can see in the case of the evacuation of a city like Detroit, Chicago, 
or Washington, there would be nothing as important to that city as 
having a limited access highway around the city or, in the case of 
civil defense, I can see the same thing is valuable for our defense 
efforts, in getting trucks that are going to our factories out of the 
city; but I think that is a problem of the interstate system or the State 
primary system. Those are the highways you are talking about. They 
are the main highways which, I think, in almost every State would be 
either the United States trunkline or an alternate route. If it isaround 
the city, it has been an alternate route. That usually is the designated 
‘oute to go around the city. For example, you have an alternate 
United States 1 route, which is usually the route that goes around 
the city. 

So, that could be covered either in the secondary fund or set up in 
the interstate fund. 

Senator Case. Such highways would also contribute to solving the 
transportation problem within a State, would they not ? 

Mr. Ricwarps. Well, we are in 100 percent accord, Senator. It is 
just a question of where the funds should be. I think the idea is very 
good. We think it will do a better job if it is put in the interstate 
money, where the highway commissioner can build these highways 
with the approval of the Bureau of Public Roads. 

Now, if you put it in that fund, I doubt it will ever be used for that 
purpose. We have too many other projects in advance, and it has to 
be approved by the Defense Department. That is not going to be an 
easy thing to do, as we have found in the past. I believe it is going to 
hurt the program rather than help it. 

If it is in the interstate money or a special fund, as a discretionary 
fund, then I think it would be fine. 

I think there should be a discretionary fund included as a separate 
item for defense highways, like we had back in the last war, and at 
the instigation or approval of the Bureau of Public Roads or the 
Defense Department money was allocated to important highways such 
as you mentioned. 

The Willow Run Expressway was a good example of it, in the 
metropolitan area of Detroit. 

I think it isa good idea. I believe it could be done—— 
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Senator Casr. Would it meet your objection if it wouldn’t require 
it had to be certified by the Secretary of Defense, but simply made 
available for radial and circumferential types of routes ? 

Of course, few cities would immediately build a circumferential 
route clear around the city, but there might be segments of the circle 
route between key radial routes. 

Mr. Ricwarps. Senator, I think Michigan has the closest coopera- 
tion between the State highway department and the cities and counties 
of any State in the Union. We have a very fine relationship, but even 
in Michigan I’m afraid we would have a hard time getting any of that 
money spent in cities. I think it would be spent around the cities, 
outside the urban areas. 

Now, that is why I don’t think it will work, as far as helping the 
cities. If you have in mind helping the cities build these routes, I 
don’t think it is going to help cities on this basis of taking the money 
out of our urban funds, because we will build them anyway with this 
money. In fact, all the highways, all radial highways, going out of 
the city, directly across the city, from one section to the other, or even 
downtown—every highway we are building with Federal funds right 
now, which is just what you are asking for, only we are doing it out of 
our urban moneys. 

Senator Casr. Are there further questions ? 

Senator Hotitanp. The State gas tax in Michigan is 4% cents, 
isn’t it? 

Mr. Ricnwarps. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. Has there been any effort made to raise that 
State tax? 

Mr. Ricuarps. There is a bill in our State legislature right now, 
which will be out very soon, and I am sure it will be passed, authoriz- 
ing a hundred thousand dollars to make a restudy of our needs in 
Michigan, to bring our old study of 1947 up to date. That will be 
started immediately, and at the next session of the legislature I am 
sure we will have factual information to do two things: One, to pro- 
vide for a bond issue for highways; another, to increase our gas tax to 
provide adequate highways in Michigan. 

That has the support of all the highway users’ groups in Michigan. 
We testified last week; all the governmental agencies testified in favor 
of it, and all the highw ay users testified. We ‘had no opposition. So, 
we anticipate an increased gas tax to meet our share. 

The problem isn’t in Michigan. We have never been lacking or 
short of money to meet the Federal money appropriated to Michi- 
gan or allocated to Michigan. 

Senator Hotzanp. The Federal-aid portion of the entire highway 
program has always been a small fraction of the total; it has never 
been a major part and never been so designed, has it ? 

Mr. Ricwarps. That’s right, but the portion we are talking about 
concerns our main highways in the city, the interstate system, the 
trunkline system, and ‘the State primary system. We are not asking 
any oes and have never asked anything for the local streets. 

propriated $12 million in Detroit last year to take care of 
our in a} sevens, and every other city I know of spends money, its own 
money, on local streets. 
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So, we are not asking for anything for our local streets. We are 
asking for aid with respect to the United States trunklines, the pri- 
mary State system, and the interstate system. 

Senator Horzanp. Of course, I think you are laboring under a mis- 
understanding as to the purpose of the Federal-aid program. It has 
never been the intention of the Federal-aid program to take over 50 
percent of all the primary or urban or secondary systems of the State. 
That isn’t the principle. It has simply been an assistance to the vari- 
ous States. 

If Michigan sits and waits until it gets 50 percent of the cost of all 
its primary and urban systems contributed by the Federal Govern- 
ment, it is going to be sitting a long, long time. That isn’t the proper 
concept. 

Mr. Ricwarps. Well, Michigan isn’t sitting, Senator. We have 
always appropriated money in Michigan to meet our problems. We 
are meeting our local pr oblems. 

Senator Hornanp. The thing I am calling attention to is that in 
your statement you indicate that the Federal Government is behind. 
You say: 


We are today spending $40 million a year. There being available only $5 
million of Federal funds, we are carrying ithe Federal Government for $1! 5 million 
a year on the long-recognized Federal responsibility of 50-50 matching funds for 
United States trunklines. 

The point I am calling your attention to is that there never has been 
any long-recognized Federal responsibility to pay 50-50 of the trunk- 
lines and that would be a complete change of the purpose of the 
Federal-aid structure, and that would indicate that Michigan feels 
like it is advancing funds to meet a Federal obligation. That just 
doesn’t happen to be the case. That isn’t the meaning of the law, the 
purpose of it, and it has never operated that way; and if that is the 
understanding that you have in your municipal organization, it should 
be corrected because it isn’t the correct understanding. 

Mr. Ricuarps. These highways I am talking about are all part of 
your interstate system, picked as United States trunklines, the ones 
that have been given the highest priority in all studies. They are not 
local roads. They are not secondary roads. They are interstate high- 
ways that we are spending this on, and sincee—— 

Senator Horianp. I understand that entirely, and I am glad you 
are building them, and I say more power to you as you build them. 
The thing I object to is you having a misunderstanding, which you 
stated here so clearly in your st: atement, and I read it again: 

We are today spending $40 million a year. 

I presume you mean on interstate highway construction ? 

Mr. Ricuarps. Yes, sir. 

Senator HoLianp (reading). There being available only $5 million of Federal 
funds, we are carrying the Federal Government for $15 million a year on the 
long-recognized Federal responsibility of 50-50 matching funds for United States 
trunklines. 

There hasn't been any such program as that ever recognized, and it 
isn’t now part of the law, and that is the thing I am trying to get you 
to understand. That is a complete misunderstanding of the intention 
or of the facts relating to the Federal-aid system. 

Mr. Ricnarps. Of course, Senator, every bill since 1944 has set up 
a 50-50 basis of use of Federal funds on these highways. 
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Senator Hottanp. Of course; but it hasn’t pretended to meet 50 
percent of the entire cost of all of those Federal highways. That has 
never been pretended under the Federal-aid system, and it isn’t now a 
part of the system. 

That is the thing now I am tr ying to make clear, because it is very 
evident from your statement that you misunderstand the meaning and 
the objective of the Federal-aid system. 

Mr. Ricuarps. Of course, several bills proposed even go further 
than that. They say because the program isn’t being met maybe on 
this interstate highway system the Federal Government should pay 
75 percent of the cost. 

Senator Hotitanp. Yes; and some say 60-40, and that is all fine; 
but none of them is talking about 60-40 or 75-25 percent of the entire 
cost of the construction of those important highways. That has never 
been a concept of the Federal-aid system, and it is that I am calling 
your attention to. 

We are going the same direction. You want good roads and, of 
course, this committee wants goods roads; but I think it is important 
that we understand what the understanding of the Federal-aid system 
has been all along, and what it is now. 

Furthermore, I want to call your attention to the fact that, while 
you are contributing 41% cents there, many States, much poorer than 
the State of Michigan, are contributing 6 and 7 cents, by imposing 
that much tax; and the staff has called my attention to the fact that 
as late as 1951 you recognized the fact you weren’t doing enough and 
you raised your tax from 3 to 41 6 cents, for which I commend you. 

Of course, we have no control over what you levy, but I did want 
to call attention to the fact that many poorer States are levying up to 
7 cents a gallon in order to try to better their share. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Case. Are there further questions ? 

Senator Srennts. I have no questions. 

Senator Casr. Senator Morse. 

Senator Morse. I havea few, Mr. Chairman. 

First, for clarification purposes, I think the Senator from Florida 
has very rightly called attention to the policy of the Federal Govern- 
ment in the past in regard to Federal contributions with regard to the 
so-called Federal-aid highways; and, of course, that raises the ques- 
tion as to whether the policy should be ¢ . inued, 

So, my first question, Mr. Richards, is: In your opinion, do you 
think that the Federal Government should make a greater contribu- 
tion to the cost of a network of what we call, in quotation marks, “Fed- 
eral highways across the country ?” 

Mr. Ricrarps. I think it should be at least 50 percent, on a 50-per- 
cent basis, and certainly many places in the country can’t match their 
funds because of that ratio, and I have no objection to an increase in 
that proportion. Those States that can’t match it—— 

Senator Morse. When you say 50 percent basis, do you mean 50 per- 
cent of the cost of the highway ? 

Mr. Ricwarps. Yes, sir. 

Senator Morsr. In contrast to the much smaller portion that the 
Senator from Florida has pointed out the Federal Government has 
paid in the past ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Ricwarps. Yes, sir. 





98 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


Senator Morse. In other words, what you are proposing here this 
morning is that the policy which the Senator from Florida has referred 
to and accurately referred to, in regard to the share paid by the Federal 
Government as to the total cost of a Federal highway should now be 
changed by legislation so that we have the 50 percent cost contribution 
principle on the part of the Federal Government ? 

Mr. RicnArps. On United States trunklines; yes, sir. 

Senator Morse. That is what I mean when I say the so-called Fed- 
‘al highways. 

Mr. Ricnuarps. Yes, sir. 

Senator Morse. And that should be true in every State ¢ 

Mr. Ricuarps. Yes, sir. 

Senator Morse. What are some of your public policy reasons for 
that ? 

Mr. Ricuarps. Well, the United States trunkline carries the United 
States label. It isa United States trunkline. It isa highway that goes 
all the way across the country. It serves the whole Nation. It is nota 
local highway. 

While it is true we do benefit by a State trunkline, Uunited States 
trunkline, in helping to carry our traffic inside of cities, it is mainly a 
highway across the country to carry United States traffic, as indicated 
on the labels of the highways. 

They are not city of Detroit streets. They are not Michigan trunk- 
lines. They are United States highways, so indicated for many, many 
years. ; 

Senator Morsr. Do you believe, in the last score of years or, for 
that matter, twoscore of years, that the tr: nsportation needs of the 
American people have so changed that today it can be said that we have 
a great national transportation need as contrasted with a predomi- 
nantly local or State need of 40 years ago ? 

Mr. Ricwarps. Absolutely. In fact, 77 percent of our merchandise 
is now carried by trucks over our highways. Back when we started our 
program there was almost no freight carried on our highways. 

That is just one big increase, and, of course, the same thing is true 
of passenger traffic. It has gone to highways in the last few years, as 
indicated by the traffic congestion : all over the country. 

Certainly the use of our highways has changed in the last 10-15 
years. 

Senator Morse. I am exploring for information, and I hate to take 
the time for it, Mr. Chairman, but really I think we have here the 
question as to whether this committee should recommend to the full 
committee and, through it, to the Senate, a basic change in the policy of 
the Federal Government toward paying for a highw: ay system in this 
country—and I am making no comment on it by way of an evaluation 
of my judgment at the present time, although I think we have got to 
raise this question of public policy. 

Mr. Richards, to have a legislative base for such a proposal as you are 
making by way of new principle, is it your contention in carrying out 
our constitutional power, and every power carries with it an obligation, 
to regulate interstate commerce, and that we ought to face the fact, as 
a Congress, that interstate commerce has so changed now that our 
Federal highway system is essential to the m: 1intenance of a he: althy 
interstate commerce in our Nation ? 
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Mr. Ricnarps. I believe so, Senator. I believe 100 percent in that 
philosophy. 

Senator Morse. As a result of a failure on the part of the Federal 
Government to pay a greater share of the cost of the so-called Federal 
highway system, do we find great discrepancies across the Nation in 
the quality of that system from State to State ? 

Mr. Ricuarps. Somewhat; yes, sir. 

Senator Morse. Cause by what ? 

Mr. Ricuarps. Many States, even with a 7 or 8 or 9 cent gas tax 
do not get enough funds to bring their highways up to the standards 
of these States that are able to collect more funds. 

I think Oregon is one of the leaders in the country. I think they 
were one of the first ones that passed a law that no State highway 
funds should be used for anything except highways. Oregon is a 
very progressive State on that score, and they are getting the high- 
ways; but there are many States that have highways altogether 
inadequate. 

I don’t know whether it is entirely because they haven’t had enough 
Federal funds to match, but I think it is probably both. They haven’t 
had enough local funds and, therefore, enough Federal funds. 

As I look at the problem, it has been the Federal aid that has en- 
couraged States since 1916 to meet this highway problem. I believe 
that was the intent of the 1916 act, and every act since then, to en- 
courage States to give us a real system of highways across our country. 

Now, I would like to make one other statement, and I think I can 
back it up in the statistics in here. I haven’t got time to look at it 
now, but I don’t believe that there has been much different percentage 
on your United States trunklines than the 50-50 in the past that I 
recommend. I don’t recall the figures, but I know that a majority of 
your highways that have been built, with the probable exception of 
| or 2 industrial States, have been on a 50-50 matching basis. 

I would like to have the opportunity to submit that because it seems 
to me to be a very important point here, and I don’t want to quote 
figures at this time, but I would like to submit that as testimony. 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 


AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATION, 
Washington 6, D.C., March 17, 1954. 
Hon. FRANCIS CASE, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D.C. 

Dear Senator CASE: Information referred to in my replies to Senator Hol- 
land’s questioning on March 1 is found in annual report of Bureau of Public 
Roads, fiscal year 1953, page 4, titled “Status of Work at End of Fiscal Year.” 

“The active program of projects for which plans have been approved or work 
started at the close of fiscal year (table 2 of appendix) comprise improvements 
to 20,929 miles of highways and streets and 3,826 bridges in the Federal-State 
cooperative program. These improvements had a total estimated cost of $1.77 
billion including $906 million of Federal funds.” 

This confirms my statement that the Federal Government is paying approxi- 
mately half the cost of this Federal-State cooperative highway program. This 
is in accordance with the provisions of the Highway Act. 

Sincerely yours, 
GLEN C. RICHARDS, 
Superintendent of Public Works, Detroit, Mich. 
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Projects completed on the national system of interstate highways with Federal 
funds by fiscal years, 1949-53 





Fiscal year Total cost reser a] funds Miles 
| Millions Millions 
1949 $109. 6 | $57.9 | 922 
19Af 168. 5 87.9 979 
1951 166 5 85.8 1, 006 
1952 193. ¢ 98, 2 1, 232 
195; 242.8 125.0 1481 


Projects under construction or plans approved on June 30, 1953, by class of 
highway and by fund 


BY CLASS OF HIGHWAY 


Railway-highway crossing 
improvements 





Federal 
funds Miles Cross- Struc- Cross- 
ings tures ings 
elimi- recon- pro- 
nated structed | tected 
$610, 123. 924 $314, 853, 795 5, 691.0 102 11 84 
ur 496. 554, 650 211, 036, 848 14,174.8 35 7 147 
753, 279, 770 379, 921, 420 1, 063. 2 174 21 35 
Subtotal 1, 769, 958,344 | 905,812,063 | 20, 929.0 311 39 266 
Not classified 55, 912, 746 50, 769, 161 904. 3 
Total 1, 825, 871, 090 956, 581, 224 | 21, 833.3 311 39 266 
BY FUND 
Federal aid 
Primary $701, 708, 355 | $361,093, 729 6, 040.9 128 13 106 
Secondary 40, 870, 540 204, 466,900 | 13, 661.7 31 7 144 
Urbar 618, 067, 922 308, 423, 024 430.9 138 19 ll 
Interstat« 17, 865, 531 1, 018, 078 96. 4 4 
Prewar Federal-aid: Grade cross- 
ing 2. 767, 767 2, 059, 459 6 3 1 
Access roa f 1950 22, 381, 922 17, 589, 981 698. ¢ 7 { 
Defense Highway Act 6, 296, 307 3, 160, 892 
Subtotal 1, 769, 958, 344 905, 812, 063 | 20, 929.0 31] 39 266 
National forest highway 2 31, 390, 483 29, 574, 362 598. 6 
Tongass National Forest, Alaska ° 2, 219, 100 2, 219, 100 8.5 
National park and parkway 14, 832, 122 14, 832, 122 120.2 
Public lands 1, 163, 875 1, 078, 000 16.9 
Emergency flood relief 6, 307, 166 3, 065, 577 160.1 
Subtotal 55, 912, 746 50, 769, 161 904.3 
Total . 1, 825, 871, 090 956, 581, 224 | 21, 833.3 311 39 266 


1 Forest, park, public lands, and emergency flood-relief projects. 
2 Includes construction projects only. 
§ Construction supervised by Bureau of Public Roads, 


Senator Morse. I am sure the chairman would be perfectly willing, 
and the members of the committee, to permit you to insert supple- 
mentary to your testimony any information on this point that you 
want to insert in the record. 

I have only 3 or 4 more questions. 

Bearing upon this question of a recommendation for change in 
policy, which I interpret your remarks to amount to, is it not true in 
some of the more sparsely populated States of the country it has been 
necessary for them to maintain a much higher gasoline tax if they were 
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going to be able to collect very much for matching purposes in order 
to meet the highway needs of the State and also to meet their obliga- 
tions if they were going to get Federal-aid money # 

Mr. Ricuarps. That is right. 

Senator Morse. You argue, do you not, that the highways across 
those areas or those States are essential if you are going to serve the 
total commerce needs of the Nation ? 

Mr. Ricnarps. Yes, sir. 

Senator Morse. Therefore, you feel that a greater contribution to- 
ward the total cost of the network ought to be borne by the Federal 
Government, irrespective of the differences in the amounts of money 
that States can raise because of their differences in population ? 

Mr. Ricuarps. I feel we ought to have an integrated system of 
highways across the country, in cities, between cities, in rural States 
and urban States, that we need a balanced system of highways and 
not have a weak spot here and there which we had many years ago. 

It has nipeoved much now, but that still is a very important “fact, 
that our highway system is not balanced. We have some good high- 
ways, and then you run into an area where you have a narrow, three- 
lane highway, a death trap on our most important highways 

The most important highway in Michigan, between Detroit and our 
capital, Grand Rapids, our second city—a bulk of it is a three-lane 
death trap, and between Grand Rapids and Lansing is a two-lane 
highway; yet, they carry our heaviest traffic and those are our main 
United States trunklines. 

Senator Morsr. That raises the next question I want to ask: Are 
you arguing in part for a change in our policy of the Federal contri- 
bution to Federal highways because an improvement of the network 
is necessary in order to reduce the number of casualties and injuries 
on the highway system of this country ? 

Mr. Ricuarps. That is a very important fact. That is one of the 
facts I am taking into consideration. 

Senator Morse. Is it your understanding that last year 38,000-plus 
Americans were killed on the highways of the country ? 

Mr. Ricuarps. An appalling figure. 

Senator Morss. Is it your understanding that several times that 
number were seriously injured ? 

Mr. Ricwarps. Yes, sir. 

Senator Morse. Is it, therefore, your argument that we do have a 
national problem when it comes to improving the highways of the 
Nation in order to reduce the casualties on the highways of the 
Nation ¢ 

Mr. Ricwarps. One of our large associations, Senator, did a lot of 
research on that. They showed documented evidence that the country 
is losing $3 billion, better than $3 billion, a year from accidents, from 
high insurance rates, from delay in time, all these factors, and that on 
our United States trunkline, our Federal system alone, $2 billion. 

They also state in their report that that $2 billion, if used to amortize 
our highway system by long-term financing, would provide those high- 
ways now rather than 25 years from now. 

Senator Morse. Of course, I think it is very easy, when advancing 
an argument, to justify a policy, to use such figures as you have just 
used, ‘and draw what I reapsoerulty submit is a fallacious conclusion 
or inference that you would save all that money if you had better high- 





102 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


ways. You would still have a lot of people killed and there would 
still be many injuries, and how to evaluate what the saving would be 
is very diflicult to determine and does call for careful, expert studies; 
but I'am only seeking to lay out here what I assume might be. your 
general assumptions and your recommendations that you feel that the 
improvement of the Federal highways would result in a considerable 
reduction in the loss of life and injuries from highway traffic. 

Mr. Ricuarps. We have learned so much in the last few years on 
improving highways to make them safe—I don’t recall the percentage 
right now, but it is an enormous percentage of decrease in accidents 
where you have a divided highway, where you have 4 lanes instead of 
2 lanes, where you have a safety island, where you have grade sepa- 
rations. : 

The facts are all there, and I’m sure the report I referred to takes 
in those facts. 

Senator Morse. Of course, we have, do we not, the humanitarian 
obligation, too as a Government, to do our share in cooperating with 
the States in the reduction of the loss of lives ? 

You note in your statement that you feel that the principles of the 
Case and Martin bills are laudable, and so do I, but I think that the 
amount of money asked for is inadequate in order to meet the needs, 
because you point out in your statement we would be some 25 years if 
conditions remained unchanged, which we know they will not, catch- 
ing up with today’s highway needs, if we simply projected the finan- 
cial policies of these bills for the next 25 years. Do you think that is 
too long to wait ? 

I am a little surprised that you haven’t made an argument—maybe 
I am wrong about it—as to the economic benefits of spending now to 
the economy as a whole because of the effect of these highways on this 
matter of interstate commerce, to which you have alluded in our 
colloquy. That has to be taken into account, don’t you think, in deter- 
mining whether or not this is going to cost the Federal Government 
anything or whether it will return wealth equal to or in excess of the 
amount we spend on the system ? 

Mr. Rircwarps. I probably should have mentioned that. It is in our 
information I have submitted, our policy statement, and the report I 
made to the House Public Works Committee early this spring, which 
is part of the record. I didn’t re-cover that. I thought the State 
Highway Officials had covered that. I didn’t want to repeat it. 

Senator Morse. One last question: Assuming we are going to go 
into an era of peace, does your recommendation for a change in Federal 
policy, in regard to the Federal Government’s contribution to the cost 
of highways, rest in part upon the theory the Federal Government has 
an obligation to do those things necessary to promote the general wel- 
fare, economically speaking, by making a more substantial contribu- 
tion to pay for its share if we are going to promote interstate commerce 
in this country to the benefit of the country as a whole? 

Mr. Ricuarps. I think that was indicated in the 1916 act and every 
act since then. 

Senator Morse. Mr. Chairman, I have raised these questions with- 
out any final judgment on my own part because this committee has 
got to determine whether or not, in view of the needs of this country, 
present and the immediate future, the amount of money you are asking 
for in the bills can begin to be considered adequate; and my tentative 
opinion is the amount of money is totally inadequate, considering the 
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present highway needs of the country, and also considering what I 
think is a great need to stimulate for a peacetime economy those things 
that re: lly, will help interstate commerce in this country. 

I haven’t read Mr. Richards’ testimony, but, with your permission 
I think there is something our staff ought to get to work on, and that 
is in regard to criticisms the committee is receiv ing from various farm 
groups concerning what they claim to be discrimination on Federal-aid 
highways in regard to the transportation of farm products; and I 
think if we are going to put in any proposal that would be a limita- 


tion upon the expenditure of Federal funds in a Federal-aid program, 
we probably ought to do it in connection with legislation we recom- 


mend to the Senate. 
So, with your permission, Mr. Chairman, I want to bring this to the 


attention of the committee, and it will only take me a minute to read 
it, because my colleagues ought to know the nature of the problem. 


I received the last criticism from Mr. W. S 3. Miller, general manager 
of a canning company in Milton-Freewater, Oreg., protesting what he 
alleges a discrimination on the part of some States from the st andpoint 
of State regulations in respect to the farm trucks or trucks hauling 
farm products. 

Under the date of February 8, I wrote to the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture and said: 


Recently Mr. W. S. Miller, of Milton, Oreg., conferred with me on problems 
which have arisen by reason of certain State laws and regulations that produce 
barriers to the interstate transportation of agricultural products by truck. 

The number of inquiries I have had on this subject leads me to believe that 
a large number of people feel that in many instances these State laws and regu- 
lations against trucks carrying agricultural products and that such discrimina- 
tion should not be permitted in connection with travel on Federal grant-in-aid 
highways. 

Mr. Miller informs me that he has been in touch with Mr. Walter D. Matson, 
commercial counsel in the Office of the Solicitor. He suggests that Mr. Matson’s 
office has materials which may be of assistance to me in studying this problem. 
I would very much appreciate it if such materials could be made available to 
my office. 

With appreciation, 

Sincerely yours, 
WAYNE Morse. 


Under date of February 25 I received a letter from Mr. John H. 
Davis, Assistant Secretary of the Department of Agriculture: 


DEAR SENATOR Morse: We have for acknowledgement your letter of February 
8, requesting certain materials and information which may be of interest to you 
in your consideration of the problems which arise by reason of certain State laws 
and regulations that produce barriers to the interstate transportation of agri- 
cultural products by truck. 

We are very glad to make available to you the following material: 

(1) A pamphlet entitled “Barriers to the Interstate Movement of Agricultural 
Products by Motor Vehicle in the Eleven Western States’—University of Arizona 
Agricultural Experiment Station, June 1953. 

(2) Interstate Barriers to Truck Transportation—United States Department 
of Agricultural Bureau of Agricultural Economics, December 1950. 

(3) Barriers to Internal Trade in Farm Products—a special report of the 
United States Department of Agriculture, March 1939. 

(4) Summary of Size and Weight Limits and Reciprocity Authority (By 
Regions)—American Trucking Associations, Inc., Washington, D. C., August 
1953. 
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(5) Highways Far Behind Vehicle Production—a release by American Truck- 
ing Associations, Inc., January 1954. 
We hope that this material will serve your purpose. 
Sincerely yours, 
JOUN H. Davis, 
Assistant Secretary. 


Mr. Chairman, I think the staff ought to look at this problem. 

Senator Case. I am sure the st: aff will be glad to take the material 
and study it in light of the Senator’s suggestion. 

Senator Morse. And you ought to look at this material, Mr. Chair- 
man, from the standpoint of brie fing the committee at some future 
executive meeting to the end of determining whether or not we should 
give any consideration to any provision, any Federal- aid bill, for 
highways that would place a limitation upon the use of those funds 
in case we find unfair discrimination exists. I am not saying it does 
or doesn’t. Iam simply saying these farm groups are concerned about 
it, and I don’t think we ought to be passing more Federal aid to the 
States if, in fact, the money is being used in any manner that directly 
or indirectly results in discrimination against the transportation 
rights of agricultural groups in the country. 

Senator Srenntis. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Senator Case. Senator Stennis. 

Senator Srennis. I didn’t get to hear your testimony, Mr. Richards, 
but how much did you recommend that we appropriate? Did you 
name a figure here ? 

Mr. Ricuarps. Two billion dollars. 

Senator Srennis. Two billion ? 

Mr. Ricwarps. Yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. That is per year ? 

Mr. Ricwarps. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. As far as I am aware, this is the first time we have 
approached the billion-dollar mark. 

Senator STennts. Yes. 

Mr. Ricrarps. I asked for 2 billion the last time. 

Senator Stennis. Did you say you wanted that confined to the inter- 
state-urban highways? 

Mr. Ricnarps. At your discretion. 

Senator Stennis. What do you recommend ? 

Mr. Ricnarps. I think interstate highways are the most important 
highway system, as shown by all the studies that have been made. We 
ought to concentrate on the interstate highway system, with the bulk 
of the increase, but I am sure additional money w ill be needed to match 
rural funds, and secondary as well as urban. 

Senator Stennis. You do not recommend it be confined to the inter- 
state and urban ? 

Mr. Ricwarps. No. 

Senator Stennis. But you do recommend consideration be given to 
the other highways, the second: ary highways? 

Mr. Ricrarps. Yes. sir: absolutely. 

Senator Stennis. And your tax in Michigan is 41% cents? 

Mr. Ricwarps. Yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. Did you say there was a movement on to raise it? 

You said a bill had been introduced and you expected it to be re- 
ported out ? 
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Mr. Ricuarps. That’s right. We raised it 2 years ago, from 3 to 
{1 cents. 

We have a bill now which sets up a fund out of the highway-use 
tax to make a new study of our needs in Michigan, with the under- 
standing when that study is completed we will come in for additional 
request for funds because we haven’t come close to meeting our needs 
with our present gas tax. 

Senator Srennis. 1 want to thank you and commend you, too, for 
your recognition here of the need for Federal aid for other than 
primary and urban roads. 

We had a gentleman here 2 years ago who said it was all right for 
the major routes, but beyond that was socialism. 

Mr. Ricuarps. I think you will find, Senator —— 

Senator Srennis. And your record, I think, is to the contrary. 

Mr. Ricuarps. Yes. Year after year I have said the same thing. 
We are in support of this program for good highways in the country. 
in the city and across the States and the country. 

Senator Srennis. Thank you, Mr. Richards. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Richards, do you know the sources of the Mich- 
igan revenue for highway purposes? Is it confined to the gas tax ¢ 

Mr. Ricnarps. No; we have a license fee which runs the average 
automobile owner about $11 a year tax, and the truck license is on the 
basis of weight. We get ‘about two-thirds of our money from the gas 
tax and one-third from the license fee. 

Senator Case. $11 is you average license-plate charge ? 

Mr. Ricnwarps. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. For the automobile ¢ 

Mr. Ricuarps. Yes, sir. The truckers pay consider ably more than 
that. 

Senator Case. There are very few States in the Union, so far as 
I know, that can keep up their highway system and match the Federal 
aid with the 414-cent gas tax and $11 license fee charge. 

Mr. Ricuarps. I think you will find the record of statistics here 
shows Michigan never has been lacking in funds to match the Federal 
aid. It has always used its allocation on all three systems, secondary, 
urban, and primary. 

We are one State, I am sure, that is way up in the list of matching 
all Federal funds available. As far as the cities are concerned, there 
has never been enough to match what we were willing to do in cities 
in Michigan. 

Senator Case. Your reference to the three-lane roads between 
Detroit and some of your principal cities reminds me of some testi- 
mony General Reybold gave 2 years ago. General Reybold was speak- 
ing for the American Road Builders. He is present, but I recall his 
testimony 2 years ago was to the effect that their studies show the 
rate of accidents in occurrence per mile, vehicle miles, on 3-lane roads 
is more than 3 times the rate on divided highways. 

Mr. Ricnarps. That is right. 

Senator Case. You are aware, aren’t you, Mr. Richards, that both 
the bills before the committee represent a substantial increase in 
authorizations proposed over the existing law ? 

Mr. Ricuarps. Yes, sir; we are aware of it. 

Senator Case. The existing law, I think, has total authorizations 
of about 690 millions per annum. The Martin bill would propose 








106 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


about 887 million, and the bill which I introduced would propose 1.2 
billion. 

So, either of them represents a substantial increase. 

Mr. Ricuarps. A step in the right direction. 

Senator Case. Are there further questions / 

Senator Hottanp. With reference to the size of the gas tax, Mr. 
Richards, you know, of course, that the gas tax is paid “not only by 
your own residents, but by others that come in your State, and I note, 
comparing your gas tax with that of the other States that have tre- 
mendous tourist visitors, that you are apparently low_among those 
States. For instance, North Carolina has a 7-cent tax; Florida has a 
7-cent tax; California has a 6-cent tax, and so forth, and I suggest to 
you, if you run up your tax, the Michigan people won’t have to pay it 
altogether. 

Mr. Ricwarps. Of course, one thing about Michigan, Senator: We 
use all our tax for highways in Michigan. There is no diversion of 
funds for highway use in Mic higan. 

Senator Hottanp. No; and that is true in other States, and some 
of them use a good deal more than that. There is other revenue. 

Senator Case. Are there further questions ! 

If not—— 

Mr. Ricwarpvs. Mr. Chairman, one section of this bill was added 
after I prepared my testimony. I wonder if I might say a few words 
in behalf of it. That is section 10, in regard to ‘the use of Federal 
funds to reimburse utilities for changes made necessary by highway 
construction. 

That is in the Martin bill, Senator, section 10 of the Martin bill, 
and it is in the McGregor bill of the House. 

It has been the common law of the country in the past where a 
utility has free franchise in streets that any changes to the utility 
should be paid for, and must be paid for—that is, a privately owned 
utility—from their rate structure rather than from highway revenues. 

We have no objections to the study of this. As indicated here, we 
think it should be studied. 

I think the study will indicate that utility changes should be in- 
cluded in the rate structure when they have a free franchise. 

Senator Casr. When the right-of-way is provided? 

Mr. Ricwarps. That’s right. 

Now, if they have a private right-of-way and we cross this right- 
of-way with an expressway, we do and should pay the change to any 
utility. 

If utilities were to be reimbursed for their changes in our construc- 
tion program in Detroit, it would cost Detroit, if you had to use the 
Federal funds to reimburse them, from a million to a million and a 
half dollars a year. 

Now, the rate structure in Michigan is set up on the basis of their 
operation, and I will submit for the record the dividends that are paid 
by the Bell Telephone Co. of Michigan this last year. This evidence 
came out in their request for a change i in rate structure. 

I think they are entitled to a profit, but not at the expense of our 
highway program. 

Senator Case. Do you mean, then, that if the proposal were 
adopted to provide that highway funds should be available for the 
payment of relocation or reconstruction costs of public utilities that 
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every city in the country, where rates have been based upon a factor 
representing the cost of utility relocation, would have to be revised or 
there would be a windfall as far as the utilities are concerned ¢ 

Mr. Ricuarps. That is the information my utilities lawyer in the 
Corporation Counsel’s office of Detroit gave me last night. He has 
been living with this. 

I am not a utility expert, but I would be very happy, if this thing 
comes to a point of including it in the bill at this stage, without a 
study—I think the study is good, as indicated in the bill, but if the bill 
should be amended to include the use of Federal funds, it would set a 
precedent which would be far-reaching. It could cost the State of 
Michigan or any other State an enormous amount of money if this 
followed the Federal level on a State level. If the State was to take 
on the same policy of reimbursing utilities, it could take an awful lot of 
our highway funds, which I don’t think is right. 

I think they are entitled to a profit. I think they are entitled to 
pay dividends, but I think that should be covered in their rate struc- 
ture, because they do have a free franchise, and that has been the 
common law of the country for year and years. 

Senator Stennis. I have one question on that, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Case. Senator Stennis. 

Senator Srennis. Mr. Richards, your testimony with respect to 
Detroit—is that based on a survey or is that based on the opinion of 
your advisor ? 

Mr. Ricwarps. That is based on the figures provided by the utilities, 
provided by the utilities themselves. 

[ have the statistics here. One million dollars this last year was the 
cost of changing utilities in Michigan. 

Now, a surface change doesn’t amount to much, but the bulk of that 
is in your expressways, where you make a big cut through your cities. 
Outside of that, moving a pole, and so forth, amounts to very little: 
but the bulk of that cost of utilities—and when this figure was worked 
up we hadn’t accelerated our program. Now we are spending $40 
million a year. Next year it will be $60 million on our expressways and 
as that grows it would increase the amount of Federal funds that have 
to be used for this purpose, and that is opening the door, in my opinion, 
to a further statement by the utilities asking that the State pass a 
similar law, which was followed in the railroads. 

You will recall at one time the railroads were required to pay 50 
percent of construction costs in a city. The Federal Government set 
up a bill which limited them to 10 percent Federal. That was the 
start. The next step was to come into a State and get many State 
laws passed, and many States have legislation now which states that 
not more than 15 percent of the cost of a grade separation in a State 
‘an be charged against the railroads. 

It is a step in the wrong direction, in my opinion, and I think we 
ought to take a good look-see before we act. 

Senator Casre. Thank you very much, Mr. Richards. You have 
given a very interesting and helpful statement. 

Mr. Ricwarps. Thank you, Senator. I appreciate the occasion of 
being here. 

Senator Case. The next witness is Leo V. Bodine, executive vice- 
president of the National Lumber Manufacturers Association. 

44742548 
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Senator Srennis. Mr. Chairman, will there be witnesses here on this 
section 10 of the Martin bill, with respect to the utilities 

I suppose there will be. 

Senator Kerr. Yes; there will be. 

Senator Case. Mr. Bodine, we are pleased to hear you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF LEO V. BODINE, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
NATIONAL LUMBER MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION, ACCOM- 
PANIED BY A. Z. NELSON, FOREST ECONOMIST, NATIONAL 


LUMBER MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Boptne. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is Leo V. Bodine. I am executive vice president of the National 
Lumber Manufacturers Association, which represents the lumber man- 
ufacturing industry throughout the United States. 

I am appearing today to talk about the extension of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1952, and with particular reference to a part of sec- 
tion 3 as it relates to forest development roads and trails. 

Now, Mr. ( airman, in order to conserve the time of the committee, 
if I may have the permission to do so, I would like to submit this 
formal statement for the record and then to briefly summarize its 


contents. 
Senator Case. The committee will be pleased to have von do it that 


way. 
Mr. Boprne. All right, sir. 
(The prepared statement of Mr. Bodine is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF LEO V. BopriNne, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, NATIONAL LUMBER 
MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION 


Gentlemen, my name is Leo V. Bodine. I am executive vice president of the 
National Lumber Manufacturers Association, which is a federation of 16 regional 
lumber associations, representative of the lumber manufacturing industry 
throughout the entire United States. 

I am appearing today to talk about the extension of the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1952 to cover the fiscal years 1956 and 1957. I wish to confine my remarks 
to that part of section 3 of that act which reads as follows : 

“ * * * (2) for forest development roads and trails the sum of $22,500,000 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1954, and a like sum for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1955: Provided, That with respect to any proposed construction or 
reconstruction of a timber access road, advisory public hearings shall be held at 
a place convenient or adjacent to the area of construction or reconstruction with 
notice and reasonable opportunity for interested persons to present their views as 
to the practicability and feasibility of such construction or reconstruction * * *” 

In behalf of the National Lumber Manufacturers Association and its affiliated 
regional associations and of the lumber industry which it represents, I wish to 
endorse the foregoing provision of the bill and urge that it be approved and 
extended. The language is identical to that contained in H. R. 7818, and to 
S. 2982, which is before this committee. S. 2859, which is also before the com- 
mittee does not provide for advisory public hearings on timber access roads 
which we consider an essential provision. Also, S. 2859 provides for an authori- 
zation of $30 million for forest development roads and trails for each of the 
fiscal years 1956 and 1957 which we believe is in excess of requirements in view 
of the fact that there exists, we understand, approximately $27 million of unused 
authorizations at the present time. 

The problem of developing an adequate timber access road system in the 
national forests has been given long and careful study by this association It 
has been the subject of numerous conferences which have considered both the 
extent of Federal responsibility for the proper stewardship of the national forests 
and the ability of the private operator to assume the major part of the road cor ‘ 
struction job. From these studies and conferences the association has rubved 
a broad gage policy with respect to this problem. " 
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Throughout the West, valuable timber resources on the national forests are 
being wasted and lost to the economy through windstorms and unprecedented 
epidemics of insects and diseases. Although timber salvage measures are being 
taken, particularly in such areas as Montana and Idaho at the present time, these 
measures must be broadened if additional large-scale losses are to be avoided. 
The situation has reached critical proportions in the Douglas-fir region of Wash- 
ington and Oregon, and in certain other areas as I am sure this committee has 
been informed. 

More timber access roads must be provided to open up old-growth timber stands 
and to salvage blowdown and insect-infested timber on the national forests. 
Recent estimates indicate that irrecoverable net losses arising from conditions 
that developed in the 1949-51 period alone may approximate 2% billion feet, 
worth some $30 million. If reoccurrence of such losses is to be avoided a much 
expanded timber access road system is necessary. 

Most of the timber access roads in the national forests have been constructed 
by private operators through the timber sale procedure and are now a part of 
the national forest road system. In the current emergency private facilities 
should be even further expanded, but at the same time so should direct Govern- 
ment-financed construction in order that the emergency will be met. The Govern- 
ment and private operators must work together in solving the problem of provid- 
ing access to the large reservoirs of overripe, dead, and dying Government timber 
in many artas of the West. 

About half of al! the standing saw timber in the 11 Western States is found on 
the national forests. Thousands of sawmills are dependent upon such timber. 
The growth of population, industry, and commerce in the West has generated, 
within the past decade, a large demand for lumber and allied forest products for 
use in the expanding economy. At the same time, increased need for lumber has 
been felt in the East as a consequence of similar housing and industrial require- 
ments. There has developed in the past few years, therefore, a much greater 
demand for national forest timber. From the standpoint of national forest 
timber management this demand has been an extremely encouraging develop- 
ment. In some areas old deteriorating timber of the national forests is now 
being replaced with vigorous young stands through proper cutting. But millions 
of acres and billions of board feet of virgin timber on the national forests are 
going downhill so fast that it is a matter of grave concern. Timber access roads 
are the solution to the problem. 

The 73 million acres or more of commercial timber in the national forests are 
said to have an allowable sustained-yield cut of around 6.6 billion board-feet per 
year under present conditions. For the year ending June 30, 1953, a little less 
than 5.2 billion feet was cut. This means that about 1.5 billion feet of timber is 
now available each year to be cut but is not being cut. 

Under intensive forest land management the cut on the national forests could 
be virtually doubled. The first need to get this is adequate access to the timber. 

The basic reason why there have been widespread insect epidemics in our 
national forests for the past few years is Overmature timber. Efforts to control 
these epidemics have been costly to the Federal Government. The recently con- 
cluded spruce bark beetle project in Colorado cost $3,163,000 and in Oregon and 
Washington the cost of the spruce bud worm control job was $2,500,000. In 
addition to the road expenditures in Montana and Idaho in the past year or two, 
the total cost to control the spruce beetle has been estimated at $2,835,000. These 
control projects were emergency measures taken to check further extreme timber 
losses which would have inflicted serious injury on the local economies. If these 
timber stands could be harvested regularly on a rotation basis and no overma- 
turity was permitted to develop in the regrowth that followed, an effective 
method would be provided to control insects and diseases. Young, vigorous- 
growing trees ordinarily can resist these insect enemies of the forest. Timber 
access roads, therefore, which permit the proper harvesting of timber, are an 
economy measure which not only pay their way by opening up the valuable 
timber resources, but also provide a means of saving large sums of money that 
otherwise would have to be expended later for insect and disease control. There 
is here an opportunity of “locking the barn door before the horse is gone.” 

To emphasize our policy, we believe that main-line timber access roads con- 
structed from appropriations for forest development roads and trails should 
be those roads which cannot be quickly and adequately financed by timber oper- 
ators. They should be roads located and designed with the primary purpose 
of removing mature and overripe national forest timber. Road engineering 
standards should be flexible and practicable and load limits established to permit 
maximum operating economies. Advisory public hearings should be held so 
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that the public can see to it that it receives full value for its timber access road 
dollar. 

In conclusion, it should be stated that the construction of timber access roads 
by the Federal Government is not a gratuity to the timber operator who uses 
such roads and buys Government timber made accessible thereby. Timber 
access roads increase the value of tributary timber. When the timber is sold 
and paid for, the Government recovers the cost of the road. The United States 
Treasury also receives substantial revenues from the sale of this timber over and 
above the cost of the road. There are very few expenditures made by the Federal 
Government that have such self-liquidating features. 

We respectfully urge, in consideration of all the facts, that the Congress 
approve the authorization of $22.5 million for forest development roads and trails 
for each of the fiscal years 1956 and 1957, and of the important advisory public 
hearing provision. 

Mr. Boprnr. There has been a chronic need existing for a better 
network of forest roads and trails in the national forests. The rea- 
son for that is simply to enable the execution of a better land manage- 
ment plan, within those areas. 

The need has become progressively more acute, largely as the result 
of standing overmature timber that ought to be harvested, and again 
because of disease and forest insect epidemics that demand checking 
by removal of host trees. 

A vital part of any good forest land management plan consists of 
harvesting mature trees in order that another crop may grow. Roads 
must be built to enable this harvest, and without an adequate net- 
work of roads in the forests the potential tree-g ‘owing capacity of 
those areas can never be attained. 

Failure to construct an adequate system of access roads is tanta- 
mount to attaching a padlock to forested areas, and there is need in 
the forest areas for the application of the ax and saw, and not the 
padlock, if good management plans are to be carried out and admin- 
istered. 

There are other phases of forest land management also dependent 
upon access roads. Among them is the salvage of wind-thrown tim- 
ber that must occur before the value of that timber is lost to insects. 
Wind-thrown timber for a time, depending upon the species, does have 
value and can be removed. Unless it is removed from the forest 
floor, it not only loses that value but it becomes the breeding place for 
insects and the starting point for infestation. 

There were some large blowdown areas in the Pacific Northwest 
back in 1949-50. It was impossible to get into that area early enough 
to do an effective job of salvaging the down timber. As a result, 
insects did multiply and today there is an infestation of extreme seri- 
ousness in the Pacific Northwest. 

Another phase of forest land management dependent upon a good 
access road system, and by no means of less importance, is that an 
adequate road system affords better protection against forest fires, in 
that it makes possible prompt suppression work when fires occur. 

All of these features of good forest land management are depend- 
ant upon an adequate network of forest roads, and minus that net- 
work of roads it will not be possible, gentlemen, for the Federal Gov- 
ernment to well discharge its responsibilities as steward of the national 
forest lands. 

Accordingly, in behalf of the National Lumber Manufacturers As- 
sociation, and the lumber industry, which it represents, I wish to urge 
that section 3 of the 1952 act, as it relates to forest roads and trails, 
be approved and extended. 





ce rpm co 





terete rete Kies me 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 111 


The language of that act is identical to the language of H. R. 7818 
and to S. 2982. 

S. 2859, I think, is also before the committee for its consideration, 
but it does not specifically provide for advisory public hearings on 
timber access roads. We think that to be an essential and a wise pro- 
vision. 

Also, 8S. 2859 provides for an authorization of $30 million for for- 
est development roads and trails for each of the fiscal years 1956 and 
1957. We believe that amount to be somewhat in excess of the need 
in view of the fact there exists, we are told, approximately $27 mil- 
lion of unused authorizations at the present time. 

Once again, gentlemen, I wish to lay emphasis on the seriousness of 
this access roads problem at the moment, and it is serious. It is of 
extreme importance. 

More timber access roads must be provided to open up the old- 
growth timber stands and to salvage blowdown and insect-infested 
timber in the national forests. 

Senator Casr. How are you proposing, Mr. Bodine, that the money 
be provided for these increased access roads ? 

Mr. Boptnr. On the part of the Federal Government, sir. 

Senator Case. Yes, but out of what fund ‘ 

Mr. Bopine. Out of the authorization under this act. 

We believe that 221% million authorization for each of fiscal years 
1956 and 1957 would provide adequately for the program—— 

Senator Casr. There have been some access roads built under the 
access road fund, haven’t there? 

Mr. Bovine. Yes. if 1 understand what you mean by access roads. 

Senator Case. Yes. I mean under the provision for access roads. 
I thought there were some timber roads built under the special access 
roads fund. 

Mr. Boptne. I don’t believe that is the case. 

Mr. Chairman, may I introduce Mr. Nelson, who is our forest 
economist, and much better posted on that particular problem than 
[ am. 

Mr. Netson. Mr. Chairman, under the section 3 of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1952 there is a provision for forest development roads 
and trails, and it is under the authorization thus provided that access 
roads, timber access roads, to the national forests have been con- 
structed in past years. 

We are asking here simply for a continuation of the authorization 
of $2214 million for the fiscal years 1956 and 1957 for forest develop- 
ment roads and trails, whereby additional timber access roads may be 
constructed as needed. 

Mr. Boptnr. May I continue? 

Senator Casre. Surely. 

Mr. Boptne. In previous years somewhere between 75 and 90 per- 
cent of the timber access roads that have been built in the national 
forests have been constructed by private operators through provision 
made for that in the timber-sale procedure. 

Now, that has been a good and practical way to build a road system. 
It can be accelerated, and has been; but there is always need for ac- 
celeration of Government finance construction if this access problem 
is to be met, and well met. 
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I think, too, we must recognize in many areas the national forests 
are dependent on small operators for harvesting of the timber. Now, 
these operators are both reliable and capable, but they seldom have 
the large cash reserves necessary to permit an extensive roadbuilding 
program as a preface to later logging operations, and under that set 
of circumstances it would seem that the Government must step in and 
build the roads if the Federal timberlands are to be well harvested and 
harvested at maturity. 

It is our belief, however, that only mainline timber access roads 
should be constructed from appropriations for forest roads and trails, 
and that only such main-line roads that cannot be quickly and ade- 
quately financed by timber operators ought to be constructed. 

We are definitely of the opinion that private operators ought to 
build the roads insofar as it is possible for them to do so, but we do 
not wish to overlook, and we certainly recognize in the minority 
of instances, the fact that the Government must build some main- 
line roads if they are to be built. 

Concluding, Mr. Chairman, I would like to make certain there is n« 
misunderstanding on one point regarding the benefits that accrue 
in the building of these main-line access roads by the Government. 
The reason I wish to make sure there is no misunderstanding is be- 
cause the construction of the timber access road by the Federal Gov- 
ernment is in no sense a gratuity to the timber operator who later 
uses the road to transport Government timber that he had purchased 
and which was made accessible by the building of the road. 

A timber access road increases the value of timber tributary to the 
road, and that is reckoned in terms of the sale and the price of the 
stumpage. 

When the timber is sold and paid for by the purchaser, the Govern- 
ment recovers the cost of the road and the Treasury receives substan- 
tial revenues from the sale of this timber over and above the cost of the 
road. 

Now, there are very few expenditures made by the Federal Govern- 
ment that have such self-liquidating features. 

We respectfully urge upon you gentlemen that in consideration of 
these facts the Congress approve the authorization of 2214 million 
for forest development roads and trails for each of the fiscal years 
1956 and 1957, and that the important advisory public hearing pro- 
vision be included in the authorizing legislation. 

That concludes my remarks, sir. 

Senator Casr. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Bush. 

Senator Busu. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. I want to ask a question, if I may. 

Senator Case. Senator Kerr. 

Senator Kerr. Have you got a question, Senator Stennis? 

Senator Stennis. Go ahead. 

Senator Kerr. Go ahead. 

Senator Srennis. I just want to emphasize, Mr. Chairman, I know 
little about this, but I have seen some of the overripe, dying and dead 
Government timber out there that my little knowledge of timber makes 
me know it certainly needs attention, and perhaps an investment with 
respect to what is growing now and looking to the future; and you 
look upon these roads as a capital improvement upon the Government 
land; is that right ? 
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Mr. Boptne. That is correct. 

Senator Srennis. For the protection and husbandry as to future 
growth? : 

Mr. Boprne. It enables good management of the land. 

Senator Srennis. And for fire protection, too 

Mr. Boprne. Yes, because, of course, fire suppression can only occur 
quickly if you have access to the area where the fire is located. 

Senator Srennis. There is a lot of timber now, as I understand, 
that is ready to be harvested, that is ripe, and that you can’t get to! 

Mr. Bovine. That is correct. 

Senator Srennis. There is no one who wants to buy it who is able 
to get to it; isthat right ? 

You said the small operators can’t build the roads. I can under- 
stand that. 

Mr. Boprne. Well, it is, of course, a good deal more of a problem 
for a small operator than for a large operator because a small operator 
does not have the means many times, the funds to lay out for the con- 
struction of a main-line road. 

Senator Srennis. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Casr. Senator Upton. 

Senator Upron. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Casr. Senator Kerr. 

Senator Kerr. You say in your statement that of the present or of 
the past authorizations for roads classified as forest development 
roads there is 27 million of unused authorizations outstanding and 
unused ; is that what you said ? 

Mr. Boptne. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Chairman, I take it that is the second item in 
this lower group on this tabulation sheet that has been given us by 
the staff. 

Senator Case. There is authority in the present law for access roads 
to be built under two funds: One, the second paragraph under the sec- 
tion dealing with the Forest Service; and the other under the access 
roads as such, and the provision for the advisory hearing occurs in 
both places under the present law. 

Senator Kerr. You are familiar with this summary of amounts that 
we have before us, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Casg. I think so. 

Senator Kerr. What I would like to be certain about is that the 
unused authorizations, to which he refers, are those which are identi- 
cal to those which are identified here as forest highways. 

Senator Case. Forest trails. It is the second one of the forest pro- 
visions. 

Senator Kerr. I thought that was the one he was asking for, the 
2214 million a year, as forest roads and trails. 

Senator Case. I think he is. 

Mr. Boptne. That’s correct. 

Senator Kerr. And that the 27 million unused authorizations now 
outstanding would be identical in character to what he has referred to 
here as forest highways, or the second item on the summary ? 

Senator Casr. I don’t know whether that is true or not. The present 
law, in section 3, has a subparagraph for forest highways in the sum 
of $22.5 million for the 2 fiscal years, and (2) for forest development 
roads and trails in the sum of 27 million. That is, there is the same 
authorization for both purposes. 
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Senator Kerr. The amounts total $45 million a year / 

Senator Case. That would be correct. 

Senator Kerr. I am trying to get straight in my mind which one 
of them still has 27 million unused authorizations. 

Mr. Bopinr. It is the forest roads and trails, Senator, that has the 
unused 27 million authorization, not the forest highways. 

Senator Kerr. That isn’t what your statement says. 

Senator Case. Mr. Cliff is present, isn’t he ¢ 

Mr. Epwarp P. Curr. Yes. 

Senator Case. Mr. Cliff is representing the Forest Service of the 
Department of Agriculture. I wonder if we won't save a little time 
if you would just answer that question, if you can. 

Mr. Cuiirr. Section 3, of these two bills deals with two different 
things: One, the forest highways, which are parts of the State and 
county highway systems which go through the national forest, and 
there is a separate authorization for those roads. 

Senator Kerr. May I have a copy of the public law to which he 
refers ? 

Mr. Curr. The second item is for forest development roads and 
trails, which are facilities within the national forest, not a part of 
the State and county road systems. They are roads and trails needed 
for the administration and the management of the national forests, 
themselves, and that has a separate authorization. 

Senator Case. Under which one of those would you say the timber 
access roads come ¢ 

Mr. Ciirr. Both of them serve for timber hauling, but the principal 
need for timber access roads is under the forest development roads 
and trails. 

Senator Case. That would be the second one ? 

Mr. Curr. That is correct. 

Senator Casr. Then the existing law also authorizes timber access 
roads under section 10, which authorizes access roads and provides 
for the hearing also in case of them being timber access roads? 

Mr. Curr. That’s correct. Section 10 provides for access roads to 
sources of raw materials, and it also covers the military access roads. 

So far the Department of Agriculture has not received appropria- 
tions under section 10 for access roads. 

Senator Kerr. For access roads to forests ? 

Mr. Curr. That is correct. 

Senator Case. The allocation is there for that money to be used 
under access roads, is it not ? 

Mr. Ciurr. Yes, but none of this money authorized by the 1952 act 
has been used for that purpose. 

Senator Kerr. None of it has been appropriated, has it ? 

Mr. Currr. Not tothe Department of Agriculture. 

Senator Casr. To be correct, I don’t know that money would be 
appropriated to the Department of Agriculture. That money is ap- 
propriated generally through the Bureau of Public Roads or is avail- 
able to the Bureau of Public Roads for projects approved by the 
Atomic Energy Commission in case of uranium-bearing ores and al- 
located for roads that might be on the Federal primary system, or 
could be on a timber access road if they approved a project proposed 
by the Department of Agriculture ; is that correct? 
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Mr. Curr. That is correct, and it is my understanding the funds 
authorized under that section were used for military and atomic 
energy roads and, therefore, none is available for timber access roads. 

Senator Casr. Do you know to what extent the authorization of 
$22.5 million for the forest development roads and trails was exhausted 
in the appropriations made last year? How close did you come ! 

Mr. Curr. Mr. Chairman, there is an available authorization for 
forest development roads and trails of $49,612,000, not 27 million as 
cited by Mr. Bodine. 

Senator Casr. Over what period of time ? 

Mr. Cuirr. That is an accumulation of unused authorization over 
about 8 years. 

Senator Kerr. Which identity do you refer to ¢ 

Mr. Curr. Forest development roads and trails. 

In 1954, fiscal year °54, the appropriation is for $14.500,000, and the 
authorization was 221% million. 

Senator Case. What about the forest highways, in the first sub- 
paragraph ¢ 

Mr. Curr. The forest highways—there is an available authori«a- 
tion of $53,400,000. 

Senator Case. What was the appropriation ¢ 

Mr. Curr. The appropriation for the fiscal year ’54 was $15 milion 
as against an authorization of 221% million. 

Senator Case. Do you have a table there which shows the approoria- 
tions year by year in the two categories over a period of time 4 

Mr. Curr. I can get that for you. 

Senator Case. Of course, you are really scheduled to appear on the 
program for the Forest Service a little later on; but since this question 
has arisen it seemed to me it would be well to have the facts before us 
in order that our questions might be more intelligent and save a good 
deal of time. 

It occurs to the Chair also that a table showing the authorization and 
appropriation over the period of the last 10 years might be useful for 
reference, and if you will supply that it may appear in the record. 

Mr. Curr. We will be glad to do so. 

Senator Case. Are there further questions ¢ 

Senator Kerr. I still haven’t got the answer to my first question yet, 
Mr. Chairman. I want to be ps irdoned for failing to do that, but I am 
still trying to determine which of these identities, as recommended by 
this witness, are paid for. 

If you want to go to Public Law 413, the 1952 act, I can do that. If 
you want to stay in this bill, 1 can do that; if you want to go to this 
summary, I can do that. 

Senator Case. If the witness will pardon the Chair’s suggestion, in 
Public Law 413, which is the 1952 act, which is the existing law, it 
would be in (2) under section 3 for forest development roads and trails, 
the sum of $22,500,000, right at the bottom of the first page. 

Senator Kerr. That calls for forest development roads and trails. 

Is that the fund out of which the money to which you refer is made 
available ? 

Mr. Bovine. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Then the recommendation that you made with refer- 
ence to a decreased authorization would be for forest highways? 
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Mr. Boprne. I made no recommendation on forest highways. I 
referred only to forest roads and trails in the sum of $22, 500.000, as it 
presently exists in the act. 

Senator Kerr. Which part of this bill are you recommending ? 

Mr. Boprnr. I am speaking only to item 2 under section 3, the forest 
development roads and trails item. 

Senator Case. Again the Chair, simply in the interest of conserving 
time, would like to point out the bill which I introduced, as S. 2859, 
proposes $30 million instead of th $22.500,000 author ization. The bill 
which Senator Martin introduced, S. 2982, proposes ¢ $29 500.000, which 
ist = authorization of the existing law. 

Senator Kerr. In your statement you say S. 2859 will provide for 
an saiieenl ization of 30 million for forest development roads and trails 
for each of the fiscal years °56 and °57, “which we believe is in excess of 
requirements in view of the fact that there exists, we understand, ap- 
proximately $27 million of unused authorizations at the present 
lima,” 

Mr. BopINne. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. Are those remarks addressed to the same item in the 
bill that you are recommending ? 

Mr. Boprne. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Then what is your recommendation, merely that we 
keep this language in here about public hearings ¢ 

Mr. Boprnr. My recommendation is that the terms of the 1952 act 
be reinacted exactly as written. 

Senator Kerr. That is as to how the funds shall be handled ? 

Mr. Boptne. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. What is your recommendation as to the amount? 

Mr. Boprne. $22,500,000, which is an identical amount in the 1952 
act. 

Senator Kerr. Then your statement here that 30 million is too much 
must be taken in connection with your recommendation that the 
amount be fixed at $22,500,000 ? 

Mr. Boprne. Yes, sir. We were attempting to treat the 2 bills that 
are before you gentlemen for consideration, 1 S. 2859 and the other 
S. 2982. 1 in the amount of 30 million, the other in the amount of 
221% million. 

Senator Kens. You heard Mr. Cliff’s testimony to the effect that, 
instead of 27 million unused authorization for forest development 
roads and trails, there is a 54 million unused authorization ? 

Mr. Boprne. I believe he said 49, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Forty-nine million; yes. 

Now, in view of that fact, would you think that any authorization 
would be needed in this bill for this item ? 

Mr. Boprne. I think it would be extremely unwise not to have an 
authorization for this purpose. 

Senator Kerr. That is all the questions I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Morse. I have a few, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Case. Senator Morse. 

Senator Morse. Mr. Bodine, suppose Utopia ; suppose that the lum- 
ber users of the country could be granted the access roads that they 
needed and the use of Federal timber—what i is your estimate as to 
what the total cost would be? 
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Mr. Boptne. Well, Senator, we have a policy statement on that 
which calls, I believe, and I will ask Mr. Nelson to check me on this, 
for an expenditure of $25 million a year for 5 years, which we felt 
would be adequate to meet that problem of access roads. 

Senator Morse. For the next 5 years, $25 million a year, do you 
think you would be able to have enough roads into Federal timber to 
provide for the most economic use of that timber 

Mr. Boptne. I would think so; yes, sir. 

Senator Morse. Why do you say, then, $30 million, if you get it 
under the Case bill, would be excessive 4 

Mr. Boptne. Well, there is this carryover of authorization to which 
I have referred. 

Senator Morsr. Whether you take the Cliff statement or take your 
statement, you would still be far short of what it is you are seeking in 
the total, wouldn’t you? 

Mr. Bontnr. No; I believe not, sir, with the money that comes into 
this from the 10 percent road and frail ‘fund. 

Senator Morse. You just testified you would like to get 25 million 
for 5 years. 

Mr. Boprne. I said that was our policy statement. 

We have testified here recommending $22,500,000 under the terms 
of this act. 

Senator Morse. Is there a difference betwen your policy statement 
and what you will recommend for access roads ? 

Mr. Bovine. There is money available for access roads, it is my 
understanding, that comes from other sources than the enabling legis- 
lation here on this authorization, and our policy statement concerns 
the total—— 

Senator Morse. So, the position of your association is that if we 
could get 2214 million for 56 and ’57, plus the income you get from 
other sources, we would have all the m:oney we need for access roads ¢ 

Mr. Bopine. I believe it would be adequate for that period, sir. 

Senator Morse. You said that you thought that private roads or 
the roads ought to built by the private companies into Federal timber. 
What policy “do you base that on? 

Mr. Boptne. Well, in the interest of economy, we think the private 
operators can build a little more economically than the Government. 
We believe that the private operator who bids on the timber has an 
incentive to get in there right away so that the building of the road is 
not delayed. I think it would be a more efficient operation where that. 
is possible. It is not always possible. 

Senator Morse. If a private owner builds into Federal timber, he is 
interested in getting timber out, isn’t he? 

Mr. Boptne. That’s right, sir. 

Senator Morsr. When the Government builds roads into the Fed- 
eral timber, it is interested in not only getting timber out but provid- 
ing a road for other purposes, too, isn’t it ? 

Mr. Bovine. Yes; but I think there is no distinction made between 
the road built by private operators and those built by the Government. 
They are open to general use, travel, general multiple-purpose use. 

Senator Morse. Does the experience show they are to the same 
standards ? 

Mr. Boprne. I cannot answer that, sir. I do know that they are 
always the same standard 
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Senator Morse. Does the granting of power to a private company 
to build a road into Federal timber place that private company into a 
favorable position so far as getting the timber is concerned 4 

Mr. Bopine. Of course, the road is built to get the timber out where 
the operator is a successful bidder. I don’t think it places him in a 
favored position as regards other timber sales. Of course, that would 
depend on the terms of his contract with the United States Forest 
Service. 

Senator Morse. You don’t think there is any relationship between 
the private company being available to build the road and the bidding 
practices that develop ¢ 

Mr. Boptne. I don't think they follow, sir; no. 

Senator Morse. It would be interesting to hear some testimony on 
the other side from some of the small, independent operators. 

Mr. Boptne. I realize—— 

Senator Morse. They won’t share your opinion, I can tell you. 

I simply want to say here is one member of the committee who is 
opposed to private companies building into Federal timber. 

I happen to believe it is an obligation of this Government to pro- 
tect its own timber and build the roads in there so that the little fellow 
gets an even break on bidding on timber; and, in my judgment, that 
isn’t what has developed as a result of the roadbuilding practices in 
the forestry division in the past, and I am aware of the attitude of 
some companies in regard to this access-road problem. I am aware of 
the opposition to the Morse bill. Just a few years ago, when we got 
it through the Senate, and for $25 million a year, it got scuttled over 
in the House, with the cooperation of some of the spokesmen for some 
of the big companies over in the House. 

We have a very important principle here of Government policy, 
Mr. Chairman, and that is whether or not the Government is going to 
protect its own property and build the Government roads into Gov- 
ernment timber that meets the multipurpose needs of those roads into 
Government timber, and a good many of them can be and should be 
made very essential parts of the secondary road system in this country. 

So, we might as well face the fact that this raises a question as to 
what Government policy is going to be in regard to building roads 
into Government property and whether you are going to let these 
private concerns and the big ones which have got the money build 
them, with the resulting advantages that they get from financing these 
roads, or whether or not we are going to pay for the roads on the basis 
of the stumpage costs to the successful bidders. 

I think we have got something here that is of fundamental impor- 
tance to those of us who come from States with large lumber holdings. 

I will fight for the right of the big operstors to get complete 
equitable treatment in bidding, but I will also fight against the attempt 
of these big operators to get a monopoly over access roads by one 
device or another. 

I want to ask Mr. Bodine what kind of advisory hearing he thinks 
is provided for in section 3 of the Martin bill and a similar provision 
in the Case bill. 

Mr. Boprne. Senator, may I ask 





Senator Morse. What is your understanding of the kind of advisory 
hearing that is? 
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Mr. Boprne. Senator, may I ask Mr. Nelson to answer that ques: 
tion’ He is more familiar with it than I am. 

Mr. Netson. Senator, it is my unde rstanding there is no provision 
stated in specific language in the Case bill prov viding for public hear- 
ing on access roads. “There is such l: anguage in the Martin bill. 

Senator Morse. Mr. Bodine, do you think there ought to be one 
inserted in the Case bill? 

Mr. Netson. We think, sir, there should be language of that kind. 
It has worked out very satisfactorily during the last year or two under 
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952, and it provides opportunity 
for all interested parties to learn about the location of the road, the 
type of construction contemplated, the cost and other factors, which 
provide the constructing agency or the Forest Service with useful 
information, help and guidance ‘relative to the construction program. 

Senator Case. If the Senator would yield, I might state that it was 
our thought really in drafting S. 2859 that the language in lines 15, 
16, and 17 carried over the provision for advisory hearings. 

Senator Morse. On what page, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Casr. On page 4, section 3: 

For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 23 of the Federal 
Highway Act (42 Stat. 218), as amended and supplemented, there is hereby au- 
thorized to be appropriated * * * 

And also section 12 on page 12 of the bill, which says: 

All provisions of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, approved December 
20, 1944 
with several other citations and amendments, including the Federal- 

(id Highway Act of 1952, approved June 25, 1952 
not inconsistent with this act, shall remain in full force and effect. 

So, it was our thought it wasn’t necessary to repeat the language on 
the advisory hearings, that the specific recitation of the 1952 act, with 
“all provisions not inconsistent with this act shall remain in full force 
and effect,” took care of the matter, and we didn’t consider the ad- 
visory hearings inconsistent with the provisions of this act. 

Senator Kerr. Will the Senator yield? 

Senator Morse. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Chairman, may I ask: That also constitutes 
unused portions of previous authorizations, does it not ? 

Senator Case. That I am not altogether sure of. The Appropria- 
tions Committee has looked at that uncertain at different times. The 
language in each act specifies the language for the appropriation for 
a certain fiscal year. I am not sure whether that $49 million of prior 
authorizations remains available. It think it depends on the attitude 
of any particular appropriations committee as to how they feel 
about it. 

Senator Morse. Another question, Mr. Chairman, to either Mr. 
Bodine or Mr. Nelson. I don’t care which one answers it. 

Am I to understand that the advisory hearing, public hearing, pro- 
vided for in the Martin bill, on page 6 thereof, is satisfactory to you 
and shall be an advisory hearing in keeping with the meaning of the 
words, just for the purpose of a ‘public airing of the proposal to build 
the highways, and there is no such intention as was the attempt when 
the Morse access bill was before the Senate a few years ago to use it 
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— 


as a basis for a court appeal on the part of protestors of such a hear- 
ing, if the decision of the department was adverse to the protestor ¢ 

Mr. Boprne. Senator, | am not familiar with the development that 
you refer to of 2 years ago. 

" [ believe you said 2 years. 

Senator Morse. I think it was three. 

Mr. Bovine. However, the intent of providing this public hearing 
was, as you say, simply for an airing of the matter. tah 
Senator Morse. Because there is an important public policy in- 
volved here, and because this will go to the full committee at the time 
it comes out of this subcommittee, I am going to have a very clear 
definition of what we mean by an advisory hearing. 

If I may refresh your recollection, when the Morse access bill was 
before the Senate, certain powers for lumber companies in this coun- 
try fought it chiefly behind the scenes, although they did come and 
testify against it without the mere courtesy of sending notification 
they were even in town, and I didn’t even know they were going to 
testify against it. They wanted an advisory hearing that provided 
for an appeal to the courts in case they didn’t succeed in the advisory 
hearing of having their way; and that was in one of the early Cain 
amendments, the then Senator from Washington, that came on the 
floor of the Senate at the 11th hour and proposed a series of modifi- 
cations of the bill, and one of them was this proposal for appeal, and, 
as the record will show, that finally was worked out so that we got in 
an advisory hearing with the legislative intent perfectly clear that it 
was just going to be an advisory hearing and would serve no basis 
whatsoever, that some of the lumber companies wanted to throw this 
whole thing into the courts for further delay and further leverage in 
order to have their way. 

Iwant it perfectly clear in this record today as to what the intent 
of this association is from you gentlemen as the spokesmen. Are you 
asking for an advisory hearing simply for the purpose of airing the 
point of view of various groups of the community concerning the desir- 
ability or undesirability of the road or do you want to use the term 
“advisory hearing” in the hope it may develop the type of pregnancy 
that will permit the birth of an appeal into the courts? 

Mr. Boprnr. Senator, our thought was simply a review, an airing 
of the proposed route of the road and its cost, and doesn’t go beyond 
that. 

Senator Morse. So that, then, it is only advisory to the Department 
and the finality of decision will rest upon the Department ? 

Mr. Boptne. I would presume so. 

Senator Morse. I am glad to get that clear. There has been some 
little difference in the past tactics of some of these people that you 
represent. 

Mr. Bovine. Well, Senator, if I may be permitted one observation 
in connection with that, we also represent a great many small opera- 
tors, and we too, fight for the small operators. 

Senator Morse. I know you so contend. I will take my advice from 
small operators, not indirectly. I have a pretty good idea what the 
independent lumber operators in my State need. They need a lot of 
protection from the big companies, and they need an access road bill 
that will provide for the Government building some access roads into 
Government timber, millions and millions of dollars of which is 
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wasted each year because it is overripe, and we need to get the access 
roads in there, so the little fellows, as well as the big fellows, have a 
fighting chance on bidding. 

“Mr. Chairman, this isn’t the last you are going to hear from me on 
this section of access roads in this bill. 

I want to say your proposal of $30 million, in my judgment, is not 
too large. 

Senator Case. There is one other angle of that I think should be 
kept in mind, and that is in section 11, which authorizes the President, 
upon advice of the Council of Economic Advisers that the level of 
national employment is such as to warrant an increase in the level of 
highway construction, to advance the effective dates of the authoriza- 
tion in this bill; and one of the things I had in mind in putting that 
in was in connection with the timbered areas of South Dakota, where 
we have two national forests. There is vig one, but each of them, 
when they were separate, were respectively Nos. 1 and 3, I think, in 
the point of revenue in the Rocky Mountain region. There has been 
a slumpage in the timber sales and lumber sales, and there have been 
some mills that have had to shut down. 

My thought was partly if we are confronting a situation where lum- 
ber sales slump and workers and employees in some of these timber 
mills are thrown out of work it might be a good opportunity to get 
some of these roads built to take up the deficiency that has been sug- 
gested; and if we do that it seems to me it would be unfortunate if 
we increased the other authorizations in the Highway Act and make 
it possible to have an increase in roadbuilding in other sections of the 
country not to have an authorization with respect to the forest high- 
ways and the forest access roads, so that the workers in the sawmills 
who are thrown out of work would have to move out of the timbered 
country and go somewhere else to work a road when they might better 
be employed on building an increased highway program right in the 
timbered areas. 

That was oa of my thought. 

Senator Morse. I think you are dead right, Mr. Chairman. I want 
to compliment you on that phase of the bill, too. In fact, I think we 
ought to face up to this whole highway construction problem in this 
country this year, and next, from the standpoint of unemployment, 
not only in this industry, but your general unemployment problem, 
and I think it could be a great, great boon to the construction industry, 
and I respectfully say I think it needs some he ‘lp. 

Senator Case. The report of the President’s Economic Advisers 
suggested that roads were the best form of public works, and it was 
our thought to make it possible a not to discriminate against the 
roads that would be in forest area 

I think to increase the widlacetibtions' in other sections and not to 
increase the authorization in forest areas would be discrimination 
against the forest areas. 

“Personally, it seems to me it is somewhat inconsistent for you to 
talk about, on the one hand, the great lag in forest roads and talk 
about the increased sales that might be made if there were roads and 
then to oppose an increase in the authorization. 

Mr. Boprne. Do you want to answer that ? 

Mr. Netson. Mr. Chairman, I am sure you are familiar with the 
fact that during the past few years and, in fact, ever since the Federal- 
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Aid Highway Act was passed the appropriations have never equaled 
the authorizations. 

Senator Case. I know that is true, but, as I said the other day, when 
this depression came up, the history of appropriations indicates that 
the increase of authorizations has been followed by an increase in the 
appropriations. 

[f you know that is true in respect to the Indian Road money—when 
they had a limitation of $6 million on their authorization, they never 
got $6 million; when the authorization went to 10, they got 7—I sus- 
pect this table Mr. Cliff has agreed to supply for the record will show 
that there has been some trend in appropriations following ube trend 
of authorizations. 

There may have been a lag in each instance, but 1 think the trend 
follows the authorization. 

The bells are ringing for a quorum. The Chair wants to raise a 
question for the committee. We haven’t moved along as rapidly this 
morning as the clerks thought we might. We have three witnesses 
there won’t be time to hear this morning. The committee did have an 
agenda for this afternoon, but we are also advised that the confirma- 
tion of the nomination for the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court 
and other executive matters will be before the Senate. 

Senator Morse. Anda calendar call. 

Senator Case. Anda calendar call. 

So, the Chair refers to the committee the question of whether or not 
we should attempt to have a meeting this afternoon. 

Senator Kerr. I would like for the Chair to suit his convenience. 

Senator Case. The Chair would be perfectly willing to go ahead, 
although recognizing we are going to have some interruptions with 
quorum calls and probably a rolleall vote or two. 

Senator Kerr. If we could have the hearing over in one of the rooms 
adjacent to the floor, wouldn’t that expedite it, Mr. Chairman, and still 
permit us to do that ? 

a ator Case. I assume the Disrtict of Columbia room would be 

vailable, if the committee wants to conduct hearings there. 

SW ould there be any objection to a unanimous consent to hold hear- 
ings at two this afternoon ¢ 

Senator Kerr. I would urge it, provided it could be done at 2:30. 

Senator Case. At 2:30. 

If not, the chairman will endeavor to get that permission on the floor 
as soon as he can get over there, and if it is granted we will meet at 2:30 
in the District of Columbia room to continue the hearing. 

(Whereupon, at 12:06 p. m., the hearing was rec essed, to reconvene 
at 2 :30 p. m., of the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


(Whereupon, at 2:37 p. m., at the expiration of the luncheon recess, 
the committee met in room P-38 of the Capitol, Senator Case, chair- 
man of the subcommittee, presiding. ) 

Senator Casr. It appears that we are going to proceed to have diffi- 
culty in getting many members here this afternoon. I certainly do not 
wish to deprive the other members of the chance of hearing the testi- 


mony. In the interest of getting action on the bill, I think we should 
proceed. 
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If any of the witnesses scheduled would prefer to wait for another 
time, we will try to accommodate them, but the House committee has 
reported the bill as of today. We want to get along with the hearings 
here and I think that we will proceed, hoping that some of the other 
members of the committee may join us shortly. 

The next. person on the agenda is Mr. William D. Hagenstein, man- 
againg director of the Industrial Forestry Association. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM D. HAGENSTEIN, MANAGING DIRECTOR, 
INDUSTRIAL FORESTRY ASSOCIATION, PORTLAND, OREG. 


Mr. Hacenstein. I have a very brief statement which I would like 
to make very quickly. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am W. D. Hagenstein, managing 
director, Industrial Forestry Association, Portland, Oregon. I am 
also chairman of a special committee on timber access roads of the 
National Lumber Manufacturers Association. 

The Industrial Forestry Association represents the owners of more 
than 7 million acres of forest. They are in the business of producing 
logs and manufacturing lumber, pulp and paper, plywood, shingles, 
and a host of other important wood products. We are managing our 
own forests for permanent operation of our industries. We want to 
see the Federal Government manage its forests likewise. This it can- 
not do without an adequate system of timber access roads. 

Our purpose in appearing before you today is to support section 3 of 
S. 2982, which is the biennial amendment to the Federal Aid Road Act 
which authorizes appropriations for forest development roads and 
trails for the national forests. 

S. 2982 calls for an authorization for $22.5 million for each of the 
fiscal years ending June 30, 1956 and 1957, for forest development 
roads and trails. It also calls for public advisory hearings to be held 
in every locality where it is proposed to construct or reconstruct a tim- 
ber access road under the authorization. Both the language and the 
amount of authorization are the same as enacted in the Didscal High- 
way Act of 1952. 

Our organization endorses the provisions of S. 2982 as to forest de- 
velopment roads and trails and recommends their enactment. 

To point up the need for an adequate system of timber access reads 
in the national forests, I would like to cite briefly from the experience 
in our own region. In western Washington and Oregon where stands 
a third of all currently merchantable timber in the United States, the 
Federal Government owns more than half. Most of the Government’s 
timber is in virgin old-growth forests. 

These forest, principally overmature, are highly susceptible to in- 
sects and disease. Most of the Government’s timber is in virgin old- 
growth forests. Rather than growing timber, these forests are losing 
timber each year due to the nature’s destructive forces. Without tim- 
ber access roads these Federal forests, in which the people of the 
United States have invested hundreds of millions of dollars, cannot 
contribute to the Nation’s forest product needs and economy. 

Despite the fact that the Federal Government is our largest timber 
owner, the privately owned forests which contain 40 percent of the 
region’s timber have been the heaviest contributors to our annual 
timber harvest. Our region provides 25 percent of the total forest 
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products needs of the American people each year. As a matter of 
sound forest management the Federal forests are long overdue for 
development and use of their large timber resources. 

To show what a poor record the Federal forests have made in the 
last decade in supplying wood for America’s use, I have here a table 
which shows the log harvest from our region for the 10-year period, 
1943 through 1952. With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to insert that as part of my statement a table. 

Senator Case. It would be inserted. 

(The table referred to is as follows :) 


Log harvest for Douglas fir region of western Washington and Oregon, 1943-52 


[M board-feet, log scale] 


O. and C 


: ' National : ; State and on 
Calendar year Private ! and public Indian ‘ 
al ar y forests aoneotn ; county 3 Total 

1943 8, 250, 900 716, 100 | 379, 000 89, 000 275, 000 9, 710, 000 
Percent total. 85.0 7.4 3.9 0.9 2.8 100. 0 
1944 | 7,772, 600 975, 800 406, 600 71, 000 275, 000 9, 501, 000 
Percent total. -_ 81.8 10.3 4.3 0.7 2.9 100. 0 
1945 6, 368, 300 744, 500 370, 200 54, 000 275, 000 7, 812, 000 
Percent total | 81.5 9.5 4.8 0.7 3.5 100. 0 
1946 | 7,353, 000 721, 300 390, 100 63, 000 270,000 | 8, 797, 400 
Percent total 83.6 8.2 4.4 0.7 3.1 100. 0 
1947 8, 228, 500 1, 111, 900 517, 000 87, 000 270, 000 10, 214, 400 
Percent total | 80. 6 10.9 5.1 0.8 2.6 100. 0 
1948 8, 716, 500 1, 140, 100 494, 400 97, 000 270,000 | 10, 718, 000 
Percent total 81.3 10.7 4.6 0.9 2.5 100.0 
1949 | 7,655, 700 946, 400 358, 900 109, 000 175, 000 9, 245, 000 
Percent total. | 82.8 10. 2 3.9 1.2 1.9 100.0 
1950 8, 666, 500 1, 335, 900 378, 900 127, 500 250,000 | 10, 758, 800 
Percent total 80.6 12.4 3.5 1.2 2.3 100.0 
1951 9, 279, 500 1, 429, 600 407, 200 124, 000 | 300, 000 11, 540, 300 
Percent total 80. 4 12.4 3.5 1.1 2.6 100.0 
1952 | 9,842, 000 1, 549, 800 438, 800 118, 100 285, 000 12, 233, 700 
Percent total - - - 80. 4 12.7 3.6 1.0 2.3 100. 0 

Grand total | 82, 133, 500 | 10, 671, 400 4, 141, 100 939, 600 2, 645, 000 | 100, 530, 600 
Average for period } 8, 213, 400 1, 067, 100 414, 100 94, 000 264, 500 10, 053, 100 
er | 81.7 10. 6 4.1 0.9 2.7 100. 0 


1 Private volume determined by subtracting total public from grand total. 

20. and C. cut derived from Bureau of Land Management data on cut by fiscal years. For the years 
1948 ‘o 1952 public domain cut was estimated and added to the O. and C. cut for the total. 

§ Estimated. 


Nore.—Data for national forest, Indian and grand total cut for region furnished by Pacific Northwest 
Forest and Range Experiment Station, U. 8. Forest Service, Portland, Oreg. 


Mr. Hacenstein. It shows the log harvest from private land, na- 
tional forest, O. and C. lands and public domain lands, Indian lands, 
and State and county lands. The proportionate share from each of 
these classes of ownership is expressed as a percentage. Privately 
owned timber during this ben decade with its high demand for forest 
produc ts, provided an average of 81.7 percent of the logs harvested. 

This percentage came from the private forest ownership which has 
only 40 percent of the region’s timber. This means that only 18.3 
percent of the region’s ; logs came from public forests which have 60 
percent of the merchantable timber. Breaking this down further, 
the national forests, which contain the larger share of the public tim- 
ber, contributed only 10.6 percent of the region’s timber harvest. 

I have here another table which shows the volume of timber and 
the proportion of the total in each ownership class. 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to insert this 
table as part of my statement. 

Senator Casr. It will be inserted at this point. 
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(The table referred to is as follows:) 


Ownership of sawtimber on commercial forest lands in Douglas fir region of 
western Washington and Oregon, Jan. 1, 1945°* 


[Million board-feet, log scale] 





Western Western Total, 
O sce Washing- Douglas | Percentage 
regon ton fir region 

Public: | 
Nationa) forests. 112, 814 68, 390 181, 204 41.3 
O. and C 44, 007 44, 007 10.0 
Other Federal 1, 43 4, 138 5, 781 | 1.3 
State, county, and municipal 5, 948 24, 704 30, 742 7.0 
Total. _.. 164, 412 97, 322 261, 734 59.6 
Private - ‘ 96, 847 80, 489 117, 336 | 40.4 


Grand votal. . 261, 259 177, 811 439, 070 | 100.0 


| Latest data available on volume by ownership of commercial forest lands from Pacific Northwest Forest 


and Range Experiment Station, U. 8. Forest Service, Portland, Oreg. 


Mr. Hacensrein. With half of the region’s forests in public owner- 
ship, it seems to me that putting forestry into the woods on these vast 
properties owned by you and me is our region’s number one economic 
dea With half of the 3 million people who live in the western 
calves of Washington and Oregon dependent upon our industry for 
their livelihood and all of the people of the United States, dependent 
on us for a fourth of the wood they use each year, the national forests 
must contribute more timber than they are at present. This means 
they must have timber access roads. 

Equally discouraging as the poor contribution of our national 
forest’s timber harvest, compared to their timber resource, is the 
forestry aspect of their incomplete harvest of their “allowable cut.” 
Allowable cut is the forestry Seteeaitiation of how much timber can 
be harvested from a specific forest each year without depleting its 
timber resources. 

In a virgin forest, where there is no net annual growth, allowable 
cut is calculated by dividing the total volume of timber by the num- 
ber of years in which it takes a new crop to grow. For example, if a 
forest’s timber inventory is 100 million board feet and the time it takes 
to grow a merchantable tree is 100 years, the allowable cut would be 
1 million feet per annum. This would result in the conversion of a 
nongrowing old-growth forest to a growing forest which at the end 
of the rotation would consist of an approximately equal area of trees 
1, 2, 3, and so on up to 100 years of age. From that time forward 
instead of determining the allowable cut from timber inventory it 
would be the annual growth. This is the concept of sustained-yield 
forestry. 

The important point to make here is that if you don’t harvest the 
allowable cut of a virgin forest you have not converted it to a growing 
forest and hence do not increase the timber supply. Allowable cut 
cannot be hoarded. Tf it is not harvested it is lost to use forever. The 
effect of this on the Nation’s economy is obvious. 

To show what this means in a practical example, I have a table 
which shows that in our region the national forests have harvested 


only 60 percent of their allowable cut during the decade ending in 
1952. 
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Mr. Chairman, here again I would like to ask permission to insert 


that as part of my statement, a table. 
Senator Case. It will be inserted at this point. 
(The table referred to is as follows :) 
innual log harvest and allowable cut for national forests in Douglas fir region of 
western Washington and Oregon’ 


[M board-feet, log scale] 





: Percent 
Cisleetae wees Volume Annual allow- | harvest of 
wae harvested able cut allowable 
cut 
1943 1, 635, 500 44 
1944 1, 635, 500 60 
1945 1, 635, 500 46 
1946 1, 634, 400 44 
1947 . 1, 706, 700 65 
1948 1, 157, 5 1, 756, 200 66 
1949 : ¢ 1, 753, 200 54 
1950 1, 229, § 1, 757, 300 70 
1951 1, 345 1, 784, 300 75 
1952 l, 1, 980, 700 75 
Total for 10-year period 10, 440, 000 17, 279, 300 Sede 
Average for 10-year period - .-. 1, 044, 000 1, 727, 900 60 
1 Source: Regional offce, U. S. Forest Service, Portland, Oreg., and Pacific Northwest Forest and 


Range Experiment Station, Portland, Oreg. 


Mr. Hacenste1n. This means the American people, owners of these 
forests, lost nearly 7 billion board-feet of timber forever because it 
was inaccessible. A billion feet of timber manufactured into lumber 
would build more than 100,000 average American homes. It would 
take nearly 45,000 railroad cars to haul it. Therefore, a loss of 7 bil- 
lion feet of Federal timber because there were no roads means a per- 
manent debit to our national economy of $700 million. Jobs, taxes, 
freight, and useful forest products were lost just as surely as though 
a great natural catastrophe had destroyed the timber. 

Lack of timber access roads on the national forests poses another 
economic problem. This is, to the extent that the national forests 
cannot harvest their allowable cut, an artificial shortage of timber 
is created. This means in our competitive economy that we have more 
buyers in the market place than the supplies can satisfy. Timber 
prices are thereby inflated. Naturally, higher prices for timber on 
the stump are passed on to the consumers of forest products every- 
where. 

Senator Casr. The Capitol is closed and no one is to leave. We 
have just been informed that a girl and 2 or 3 men have opened fire in 
the House of Representatives’ Chamber, and wounded 4 or 5 Members 
of Congress. 

Senator Morse. I was on the floor in a debate on a calendar matter, 
and that is why I was late, Mr. Hagenstein, but I will read your entire 
statement. So please proceed. 

Mr. Hacenstrern. Another important reason for an adequate sys- 
tem of timber access roads is for salvage of windblown and fire-and- 
insect-killed timber. And for billions of feet of dead and dying 
timber in the national forests throughout the West its only use will 
be the addition of humus to our forest soils because we can’t reach it 
to salvage the values today. Billions of feet of timber have been 
killed in the last 10 years throughout the national forests of the West. 





¢ 
E 











OTE 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 127 


In our region alone, there is close to 4 billion feet of high-grade old- 
growth Douglas fir needing immediate salvage. 

This timber has all been blown down or beetle killed since 1951. 
Two years’ delay before timber access roads reach this timber will 
sause serious losses because of rot and secondary insects. We know 
that with a loss of 10 to 15 percent of the volume of these trees after 
they are killed means 35 to 40 percent of the value. And when you 
realize that individual trees in these forests are worth as much as 
$1,000 delivered to the mills, the people of the United States who own 
them are going to lose several million dollars. Timber access roads 
would minimize such losses. 

While I have used the region where I live and work as an example, 
the same story can be told for the entire western United States which 
contains most of our national forests. In that area millions upon 
millions of acres of Federal trees are standing unused and are being 
progressively killed and lost to human use because of insects, disease, 
fire, and wind. If these forests were actually under management 
which means they must be accessible, they could be contributing sub- 
stantially to the Nation’s economy. This is as it should be in accord- 
ance with the policies established by Congress for the management 
of the national forests. With our growing population demanding 
more products and jobs, it’s high time the Federal forests began to 
contribute their share to the Nation’s woodpile. 

The national forests contain 80 million acres of our commercial 
timberland. The Federal Government must decide soon if these lands 
are going to contribute to our economy or whether they shall continue 
to be a luxurious expense to the people of the United States. Without 
timber access roads they will neither be properly managed nor can 
their economic potential be realized. 

It seems to me, as a professional forester, that the people of this 
country who own the national forests acting through their Board of 
Directors, the Congress, must invest sufficient capital in them for the 
practice of forestry or make other arrangements for their operation 
and management. 

It is too big a chunk of America’s forest land to go unmanaged 
because its resources are needed in our economy now. Please don’t con- 
strue this suggestion as indicating any desire to change our national 
forest system. But let’s shake off our lethargy and indifference to the 
management of our Federal forests and open them up with timber 
access roads so they can contribute to the economy of their stockholders. 

Senator Case. That is a very interesting statement, Mr. Hagenstein. 
Do you wish the committee to understand that you want the authoriza- 
tion for forest highways, and the roads to continue at the present 
level? 

Mr. Hacenstein. Not forest highways, Mr. Chairman, forest devel- 
opment roads and trails. I do not mention in my statement. forest 
highways. 

Senator Casr. You want that to continue at the present level ? 

Mr. Hagenstern. That is the burden of my statement; yes, sir. 

Senator Casz. Are road-construction costs decreasing in your area ? 

Mr. Hacensrern. Well, they have been rising for a number of years, 
Senator Case, but they are levelling off at the present time. 

Senator Cass. I was rather impressed by the figures you used. You 
said that the national forests have harvested only 60 percent of their 
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allowable cut during the decade ending in 1952; nearly 7 million board- 
feet was forever lost because it’s inaccessible. That meant a loss of 7 
billion board-feet of timber, because there was no road and meant a 
permanent debit to the national economy of $700 million. 

Mr. Hacenstern. That is right. 

Senator Case. I was wonde ring how you reconcile that with your 
feeling that we ought not to increase the rate at which we build the 
access roads. 

Mr. Hacenstrin. Well, of course, the whole problem of timber 
access roads beginning at this moment forward is a matter of time. 
Had we had the road system 10 years ago in World War II, we would 
have been able to harvest the allowable footage. Beginning from now 
on we must construct as many roads by both Federal appropriation and 
by the timber sales to get up to the allowable cut as quickly as we can, 
but there is the practical problem now of only being able to build so 
many roads in one year. We could not begin to go into the millions 
and millions of undeveloped feet of forests in the Northwest and this 
year or next year bring them up to the allowable cut. 

Senator Case. Are there any questions ? 

Senator Morse. I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, that Mr. Hagen- 
stein is a very competent witness. He comes from my section of the 
country and discussed the tremendous wastes in the Federal forests, of 
which our country has been guilty over the years. I endorse all of 
his observations as to the waste. 

[ could take this committee into my State and walk you through 
some Federal forests and bring you out, I am willing to wager, unan- 
imously of the opinion that something ought to be done to stop the 

waste of Federal overripe timber. When reasonable men see it there is 
no question as to what their judgment is. It must stop because it is 
false economy. It is pennywise and pound-foolish to follow the pro- 
gram we have been following in the handling of the Federal forests. 
With that part of his testimony I find myself in complete and enthusi- 
astic agreement because of such facts that need to have public attention 
focused upon them. 

I do not go along, if I correctly interpret his testimony, I do not go 
along with the general conclusion that we cannot go faster than he sug- 
gests. I think the figure used by the chairman in his bill, even though 
you have got the amounts of authorized funds carried over from $27 
million to $49 million, whatever the figure is, even in spite of that I 
think we can spend faster than this witness indicates, and spend faster 
economically. I would like to see the money appropriated in larger 
amounts, Mr. Chairman, and then if we cannot build economically 
and wisely with that amount of money, it does not follow that there- 
fore it will necessarily be spent. 

But I think the importance of access roads into Federal timber areas 
to prevent waste is of such a vital importance to the economic life of 
my State and to the sections of the Pacific Northwest, that I am not 
going to sit here and go along with a figure as low as this association 
is rec commending. I think the figure ought to be higher. 

Mr. Hacensrerx. We would recommend higher if we thought we 
would get the appropriation, but we have never been successful in 
getting the appropriation to what we have asked for. 

Senator Morse. That is exactly what I thought you thought. I can 
see from your standpoint you are taking the very wise position of “we 
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would like to get what figure we can recommend here, that we have a 
pretty good chance of getting.” 

I sit here representing the State of Oregon; and representing my 
State, have to sit here and fight for what I think our needs are and 
our needs are in excess of this amount. We have not succeeded in 
times gone by in getting the access roads we should have had, and if 
you think I am not saddened about the fact that we have not had an 
access road program put through Congress in recent years, then you 
don’t know Wayne Morse. I am greatly saddened over the failure of 
Congress, after we got my bill through the Senate, to get it stopped 
in the House, and if you want my opinion it was all ready to go 
through the House, and it could have gone through the House if we 
had had a united front. I was perfectly willing to have somebody 
else’s name put on it in order to have it go through and I think my 
State suffered immeasurably as a result of my bill not going through 
the House. 

We have got another problem on which we should hear testimony 
before we get through with this access road section of this bill, and 
again I am reaching no final conclusion on it although the lumber in- 
terests in my State know very well what my present attitude has been, 
namely, I think the roads have got to be built and then I think all 
comers ought to have an equal chance on the bidding. I have no 
question in my mind that. over the years the big company will always 
be able to buy the timber that they need for their operations. And I 
want them to. A lot of people in my State get the idea that I am anti- 
big timber operations. If we don’t have these big timber operations in 
my State, I don’t know what would happen to the economy of my 
State because to too great an extent we have become a one-industry 
State, and we need a diversification of industry and I am not going 
to bore you any further with this, although you will hear me on the 
subject on the floor of the Senate on the need of the development of 
the cheap power so that we can diversify our State’s industry and so 
that we can do more with our products than just cutting and shipping 
lumber out of the State. We need to do more manufacturing of sy 
ber products in our State. 

Of course access roads are very vital and you do have a problem 
here between the big operator and the small operator and we need to 
see to it that the access road program that we finally approve here in 
this Senate will be fair to both and I want to be fair to both. I want 
to be fair to the small operator, too, and that means that at least some 
of these roads, although I would favor as a general policy all of them, 
that at least of some of these roads, some of the money for these roads, 
is going to be spent by the Government on Government-built roads in 
the Government timber stands, and then opening that timber up to 
the bids of the large and the small operators. 

It is not for me to make a speech on it today, but simply to raise 
the problem, because I have to live with the problem. I know the 
big operators, and I know the small ones. We go around and around 
this in my office in my making clear as I make clear here today that I 
want to do what I can to protect the economic interests of all the 
lumber operators, big and small, but in keeping with a sound govern- 
mental policy, and I think you have the principle in your bill. 

If I interpret it correctly, it not only recognizes the need of building 
faster than we have been building in these access roads, but also that 








130 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


we build on the basis of policy whereby the Government is going to 
have complete control of the access roads that go into the timber and 
on the ies of those roads we auction off the timber to the big and 
little operators on a nondiscriminatory basis. 

This witness has done a magnificent job in outlining the economic 
problem, but it is for us to determine, Mr. Chairman, ‘the policy as a 

matter of public policy that we are going to follow as to how these 
roads are going to be built. 

Senator Case. Are there other questions? If not, we thank you very 
much, Mr. Hagenstein. 

Mr. Hacenstern. Thank you very much. 

Senator Casr. The next witness is Mr. Matt Triggs, representing 
the American Farm Bureau Federation. 


STATEMENT OF MATT TRIGGS, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE 
DIRECTOR, AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Triccs. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 

American Farm Bureau Federation favors an increased measure of 

responsibility by State governments for highway construction; and a 

reduction in Federal partic ipation in the financing of highway pro- 
grams, except during periods in which increased Federal expenditures 
may be desirable to yaid in reversing a downward trend in economic 
activ ity. 

We believe the Federal gasoline tax should be terminated, leaving 
this source of revenue available to the States. 

State governments are assuming their responsibilities in this field. 
During the past 8 years since W orld War II 37 States have made a 
total of 48 increases in State gasoline taxes. This has boosted the 
average tax rate by 25 percent to an average of 5.5 cents per gallon, as 
stated in the Tax Economics Bulletin, American Petroleum Institute. 

During the past year 5 States have increased their gasoline tax, 10 
States have increased registration fees, and 9 States have authorized 
bonds for an expanded program of highway construction, as per the 
National Highway Users Conference. 

Some additional States are now in the process of studying their 
highway programs with the probability that expanded construction 
programs may be undertaken in the near future. An increasing num- 
ber of States have enacted constitutional amendments or legislation to 
prohibit diversion of gasoline taxes to nonhighway purposes, or have 
otherwise followed a nondiversion policy. 

As a result of these factors and the increased use of gasoline, State 
and local revenues contributed for highway and street purposes have 
nearly doubled since 1947 and in 1953 total an estimated $4.3 billion, 
according to the National Highway Users Conference. 

There is every reason to believe that State and local revenues for 
highway purposes will continue to increase in the years ahead. 

When we add to this the fact that there has been a substantial reduc- 
tion in construction costs during 1953, it is clear that in 1954 our high- 
way construction program will reach unprecedented proportions. 

This is as it should be. The purpose of making this comparison is 
to demonstrate that State governments are making real progress in 
undertaking their responsibility for highway construction. 
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Not only are State governments assuming an increasing measure of 
responsibility for their highway programs but they are financially 
much more able to do so than the Federal Government. The debt 
status of the Federal Government and the fact that the Federal budget 
has been in the black only 3 years out of the past 20 years is well known 
to you. 

Jnless we are to resort to continuous deficit financing as our fiscal 
way of life we should weigh with utmost care any proposal to sub- 
stantially increase Federal expenditures in any field. 

On the other hand, most State governments are in relatively good 
financial circumstances as compared to the Federal Government. The 
most recent Census Bureau report on this is for fiscal 1952. At the 
end of fiscal 1952 the total indebtedness of the 48 State governments 
was $6.874 billion. That is according to the Compendium of State 
Government Finances in 1952, by the Bureau of the Census. 

Our position in this connection is influenced by a strong belief in 
the cocept of States’ rights and responsibilities, and in the importance 
of maintaining strong, independent, and responsible State and local 
governments. 

It is our conviction that the major threat to the maintenance of 
strong, independent, and responsible State and local government is 
the tendency for the Federal Government to preempt the sources of 
revenues and to assume responsibilities that should be retained by State 
governments. 

As the Government assumes additional responsibilities, it must tap 
additional sources of revenue that otherwise would be available to the 
States. It is then argued that the States are unable to assume cer- 
tain responsibilities because of a shortage of funds. This is used as an 
argument for still further expansion of Federal responsibility—which 
in turn requires more Federal revenue—and so the cycle turns toward 
ever-increasing concentration of power and authority in the Federal 
Government. 

Unless present trends in the direction of Federal preemption of tax 
income and assumption of ever more comprehensive responsibilities 
by the Federal Government are reversed, State governments are like- 
ly to become little more than administrative agencies for Federal pro- 
grams. 

We are for the principle of States’ rights. The other side of the 
same coin is State responsibility. States’ rights will not long survive 
the assumption by the Federal Government of responsibilities which 
can and should be undertaken by the States. 

The American Farm Bureau Federation is firmly opposed to the 
principle of linkage between Federal gasoline taxes and Federal high- 
way appropriations at the Federal level. If this principle were to be- 
come established this probably would defer indefinitely the termi- 
nation of the Federal gasoline tax. But the bills under consideration 
by this committee, by establishing the level of Federal appropriations 
for highway programs at substantially the level of the Federal gaso- 
— tax, appear to us to come close to establishing the principle of 
linkage. 

If the principle of linkage were to become established, the next 
logical and justifiable step must be to exempt from Federal] tax all gaso- 
line used for nonhighway purposes. We are not making this recom- 
mendation at this time because of the current interest in, and the pos- 
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sibility of, terminating the Federal tax on gasoline within the next 
few years. 

In view of these considerations the American Farm Bureau Fed- 
eration recommends that the authorization for primary, secondary, 
and urban highways as set forth in section 1 of the bills before the 
committee be established at $ $500 million. 

With respect to the other money authorizations proposed we do not 
have any recommendations as to the specific amounts which should be 
provided, but we do recommend that the same considerations of 
economy be recognized. Had our board of directors been informed 
with respect to the large increase for interstate highways proposed 
in S. 2982 I am confident they would have urged a specific figure far 
below the $200 million provided for fiscal years 1956 and 1957. 

In this connection we are not unmindful of the fact that in periods 
of deflation and unemployment, it may be determined to be desirable 
to utilize Government expenditures in addition to tax reductions to 
aid in reversing a downward cycle of economic activity. 

Highway construction is well-suited for this purpose because the 
administration setup exists to make expeditious use of such funds for 
constructive purposes. However, we do not believe that under such 
circumstance any difficulty would be experienced in obtaining expedi- 
tious action on legislation to increase the authorization. The author- 
ization at this time should not be based upon the assumption that anti- 
cyclical expenditures will be needed in fiscal years 1956 and 1957. 

In order to be sure that each State highway department has an 
adequate program of advance planning to permit expeditious action 
with respect to any expanded program might be undertaken for anti- 
cyclical purposes we would favor any necessary provision to assure 
that such commissions have a shelf of projects on which they could 
be prepared to proceed ae y: 

We very much favor the second proviso of section 1 of S. 2982, to 
transfer to State highway departments the responsibility for design 
and specifications for secondarv roads. We believe State highway 
departments are competent to establish and maintain standards ade- 
quate to an imvroved highway system. 

The opportunity to present the viewpoints of the American Farm 
Bureau Federation to the committee is appreciated. 

Senator Casr. How was this position of the American Farm Bu- 
reau Federation determined ? 

Mr. Trices. It was determined at our most recent annual meeting 
in December 1953. 

So far as the $500 million was concerned, this was determined by our 
board of directors as an interpretation of the general policy estab- 
lished at our last meeting. 

Senator Case. I note in your remarks you made reference to the 
relative financial position of the States and the Federal Government 
and make a point which is probably correct, that many States are 
financially much more able to take on an increased measure of re- 
sponsibility than the Federal Government. But it is difficult for 
me to reconcile that with your proposal to abandon the Federal gaso- 
line tax. 

Mr. Trices. Well, if we abandon the Federal gasoline tax, then they 
will still be better panne to take on further responsibility. 

Senator Case. And the Federal Government will be worse off. 
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Actually, the Federal Treasury has been making money on the 
Federal gasoline tax. 

Mr. Trices. That is correct. We have accepted the Federal gaso- 
line tax as perhaps a necessary measure for general revenue purposes, 
but we do not believe it is a very desirable form of taxation for general 
revenue purposes. It does not apply equitably particularly as it ap- 
plies to farm people because of their production use of gaso ine. 

Senator Case. There has not been linkage in the past. It is pro- 
posed to link the two in the bills up before one of the Houses, although 
personally I do not favor the linkage proposal. It seems to me your 
position is inconsistent when you are talking about the poverty of the 
Federal Government, and then we should abandon the Federal gaso- 
line tax, it is obvious that the Federal Government without that Fed- 
eral gasoline tax, will be much worse off. 

Mr. Triecs. We have held that the primary source of Federal reve- 
nue should be the Federal income tax, and you will not find the Farm 
Bureau as strongly urging increases in Federal income tax except at 
such times as the Federal budget is in balance. 

We would like to see this tax eliminated. 

Senator Casr. Are there any further questions ? 

Senator Morse. One or two, Mr. Chairman. I am sure Mr. Triggs 

takes judicial notice of the fact that he and I do not agree on some 

of the overall policies in the statement in respect to Federal obliga- 
tions, but this is a very able presentation of the point of view of 
counsel on the — g side of the table. 

Mr. Trices. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Morse. Do you people in the American Farm Bureau Fed- 
eration believe that the Federal Government does have a very definite 

responsibility for the development of Federal highways? 

Mr. Trieas. Yes, we do, for several reasons. There is the national 
defense argument. There is the necessity for having an integrated 
highway system, and it is our judgment that the $500 million plus 
the amounts for the other miscellaneous projects is a proper measure of 
that responsibility. 

Senator Morse. If the figures given us this morning, are accurate, 
and as I recall for out-of-the-city construction for so- -called express- 
ways, the figure was $1 million per mile, if that is an accurate mee 
and if the Federal Government has some responsibility for a network 
of Federal highways, $500 million will not build very many miles of 
Federal highways, will it ? 

Mr. Triaes. That i is quite corr ect, and yet it is true that the States, 
as I recall, are financing the major portion of our highway construc- 
tion, and we think they should finance an even larger proportion. 

Senator Morse. I do not propose to argue the matter with you 
because you have presented your point of view and we have to give it 
our judgment. 

Th at raises this question of policy as to whether or not the trend 
should not. be just the opposite, as I indicated this morning, if they 
have got the Federal Government paying as little as they have been 
paying in the past because of the fact that the economic changes in our 
country in the last 40 years have made interstate commerce now very 
much dependent upon a Federal highway system, is that not true? 

Mr. Triees. That is correct. 
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Senator Morse. And therefore it is a national economic interest 
which we have in a national highway system because after all the citi- 
zen out in Wyoming or up in “Maine or in southern California or in 
Florida has a very vital interest in the economic health of the Nation 
asa whole. I do not need to dwell on the obvious, although it seems to 
me that it is often that many people overlook these obvious economic 
facts, and that is the prosperity of the people in each State today is 
directly dependent upon the prosper ity of the people in all the States. 

You would not argue that, would you ? 

Mr. Tricas. I would concede that, but this does not necessarily fol- 
low from this, that all expenditures should be those of the Federal 
Government. 

Senator Morse. No; I do not think we have to go to the extreme. I 
have never advocated that kind of a Federal system. What I am try- 
ing to do as I approach these problems is to find that balance of the 
Federal versus State responsibilities and obligations. And I am think- 
ing about those people out in Wyoming, Nebraska, and Arizona where 
the total income of revenue from gasoline t axes, even with the trans- 
continental tourist trade is a very, very small percentage, compared 
with the income from the same types of taxes in Pennsylvania, Michi- 
gan, Illinois, New York and Ohio, and the total highway revenue of 
the States from such taxation. Keeping that in mind, the Federal 
gasoline tax does have the effect of benefiting the people in the more 
sparsely populated areas through which area you will have the Federal 
highways if you are going to have this total network across the country 
upon which the es = in all States are dependent to some degree for 
their prosperity. When you look at it from that standpoint, do you 
think there is at least a little bit, just the scintilla of logic in my premise 
that the Federal Government gasoline tax at least has the advantage of 
bringing some purchases to sparsely populated areas across which we 
have got to build United States routes. 

Mr. Triaes. I do not think there is any question at all. It operates 
in effect as an equalizing tax. Although these things are important in 
relativity and balance. 

Senator Morse. I get just as disgusted as I am sure you do with the 
yoliticians who think that things : are either white or black and you 
‘awe got to go to one extreme or the other. Our job, it seems to me, 
as representatives of the people is to try to work out a public policy 
that we think is fair to all groups concerned. 

Take the people up in Pennsylvania. If you go too far with this, 
they say, “After all, we are supporting the people in Arizona on this 
matter.” 

To whom I reply, “You should not, to an unreasonable degree, but 
to the extent the maintaining uniform prosperity across this: country 
and having it in Arizona is beneficial to you people in Pennsylvania, 
part of the Federal revenue from gasoline taxes ought to go for high- 
ways in Arizona.” 

So, our argument, if we have one, and we obviously do, only goes to 
the matter of how far should we go on the part of the Federal Govern- 
ment in bringing about this balance of interest and apparently rea- 
sonable men can disagree. 

That is why I have raised this point here with you this afternoon. 

In your statement you pointed out that something can be said when 
there is a downward economic trend to the building of highways by 
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the Federal Government as sort of a check on unemployment. With- 
out getting into any partisan argument as to whether such an economic 
view is existent today, we will leave that for the political platforms. 

I raise it only hypothetically here. If the facts can be developed 
that there is cause to believe that in 1956 and 1957, which is the period 
for this appropriation, we had better have the fire department putting 
out the small fires so that it will not spread into a prairie fire of unem- 
ployment, do you think there is some merit in the position taken by 
the chairman of this committee for the increased authorizations—than 
the one the American Farm Bureau Federation recommends because 
at least his figure, which I think is entirely too low, his figure would 
be more perfect in checking unemployment than the figure you recom- 
mend, and there again it becomes a matter of judgment as to what the 
facts brought out by these hearings are. I don’t know what the exact 
figure will be, but I am inclined to think that I will be going along for 
a higher figure than my highly respected chairman is recommending. 

I would be very much surprised if there is not an amendment offered 
to the bill for a figure considerably larger than the figure in the bill. 
I am only trying to set out here the principle or the policy on which 
we can disagree, which at least defines the area of our disagreement. 
The American Farm Bureau Federation apparently being of the 
opinion that there is not sufficient fire to cause any justification for 
going beyond this $500 million figure. 

One other point and I am through, Mr. Chairman. The decision of 
the American Farm Bureau Federation, and I am seeking informa- 
tion because I don’t know enough about your internal organization, 
the procedure of the American Farm Bureau Federation on a mat- 
ter such as this is not based on any referendum of the members, but is 
based on the convention or conference action taken by the elected dele- 
gates of your association to a central meeting, and to the extent that 
those elected delegates are representative of the point of view of the 
total membership of the American Farm Bureau Federation, we can 
say that this is really a membership recommendation; is that so? 

Mr. Trices. Let me take your two points in order. 

On the question of Federal highways expenditures for antieyclical 
expenditures if we thought at any time this was necessary to correct 
our economic policy, I think we would be in here favoring an increased 
authorization for highway construction, but we don’t. know what. the 
economic policy is going to be in fiscal year 1956 or fiscal year 1957; 
and we do not believe that the legislation should be based on the as- 
sumption that we should perhaps need it in 1956 or 1957. 

If it is needed at that time, I do not think there is any question but 
what the Congress can and will do under those circumstances. 

As to the question of development of the American Farm Bureau 
Federation policy, I will point out merely that. we hold community, 
eounty, State, and atonal meetings, at which policy pyramids up to 
the top. 

Our resolutions are written by a resolutions committee of the 48 
State American Farm Bureau Federation presidents, plus, I believe, 
its 8 representatives of the women’s department, and 1 representative 
of the young people’s department. 

So we do everything possible to assure that the viewpoint of all the 
State American Farm Bureau Federations are reflected in the policy 
that is finally developed at our annual meeting. 
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On the particular question of roads I would go further and say this, 
that I suspect, judging just by own experience in wate hing them work, 
that our State presidents are about as well-informed a group of people 
on highway matters as you will find among lay people. Most of them 
serve on State highway users committees. 

In fact, in six States they are presidents or chairman of the State 
highway-users conference. A great many of our State chairman or 
presidents have served on study committees. The “y are very active on 
State highway legislation and it would be my impression from just 
listening to them debating this question that they are well informed 
on this road question. 

Senator Morse. Do you agree that those highway authorities who 
have been saying that our highways have so deteriorated in the last 
20) years, that there is a great need for an improvement in the major 
network of highways across the United States in order to meet our 
traffic needs are right? 

Mr. Trices. I do not have any basis to state that, nor does our 
policy state it. 

[ will say that there is no question our interests of our people are 
in good highways. They are more interested than the average person, 
because everything going from their farms and ever ything coming to 
their farms must be brought in over highways. There is no question 
about their interest in good roads. This is only a question of financing 
them. 

Senator Morse. Do you think that the highway experts that are 
pointing out that there is a causative rel: ationship between the present 
highways and the inability of those highways to take the traffic and 
the total amount of highway accidents in this country are right ? 

Mr. Trieas. Well, I would accept their expert judgment on the 
question. 

Senator Morse. Unless I could go ahead and ask a series of other 
qnest‘ons bearing out the statements or conclusions on the part of these 
highway experts as to the bad social and economic effects floating from 
the present position of America’s highways, and take each one, you 
very properly make an answer similar to the one you have given to my 
last two questions, that causes me to ask this question ; do they not 
think it is the duty of each member of this committee, after a thor- 
ough analysis of the facts to come to an independence of judgment on 
two qualitative questions; first, of a need for a speedup in construc- 
tion to the end of producing a more modern network of highways 
across this country, and secondly, can that need be best met by increas- 
ing the requirements of State contributions to the construction of 
those roads, or increasing the Federal contributions to the cost of con- 
structing those roads ? 

Mr. Trices. Your question almost answers itself. Of course, there 
is a grave responsibility on the committee to reach a conclusion with 
respect to these public policy matters. It seems to me that part of the 
background of this consideration needs to be how adequately our State 
governments are assuming this responsibility. 

I was interested in the | testimony of the gentleman from Michigan 
this morning in which he related that the State of Michigan is under- 

taking a study of their highway needs. I would venture to suggest 
that the degree with which the State of Michigan assumes the respon- 
sibility for undertaking these highway needs will depend in part on 
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how far the Federal Government steps in and assumes that responsi- 
bility. If the Federal Government should take the whole responsi- 
bility, I do not think the State of Michigan will take very much. 

Senator Morse. Let me ask a question in relation to the railroad 
problem in the country. I wonder if you would quarrel with me on 
the proposition that the railroads of America have had substantial 
contribution from the Federal Government in building a network of 
railroads across this country ? 

Mr. Trices. This is correct. Of course, they argue they have paid 
it back many times over. 

Senator Morse. Oh, sure; and I am hopeful that our highway sys- 
tem, once we get it built, will pay back its cost many times over, and 
I think it will, and that is one of the reasons why I am such a strong 
proponent of a larger assumption of responsibility on the part of the 
Federal Government, but to bring it into the record; it is true, is it not, 
that through subsidies, through direct grants over the years, the assist- 
ance that has been given to the railroad network in this country with- 
out which we would not have much prosperity in this country, has been 
Federal assistance, with the States making a very small, comparative- 
ly small contribution to the railroads. 

Mr. Triaes. That is factually correct; yes. 

Senator Morse. And therefore it is argued by many of our con- 
stituents and citizens throughout the country that the Federal Gov- 
ernment ought to do a better job in helping the farmer get better roads, 
helping the merchant in the city get better roads, and helping the 
manufacturers get better roads, as they have helped the railroads get a 
better network of railroads across the country. 

And keeping in mind that this is a democracy with the responsibility 
of politicians to try to carry out the thoughtful decisions of their 
constituents, not contemporary waves of hysteria, but truthful pol- 
icles, aren’t we confronted here, to be very frank about it, aren’t we 
confronted with a growing demand on the part of the voters of 
America for a better highway system serving the country and that 
they look to their Federal Government to pay a better part of it? 

You represent a group of voters who think to the contrary, but I 
am making this suggestion to find out whether from your own know]l- 
edge or hunch you are aware of the fact in the American Farm Bureau 
Federation that you may not necessarily represent a major point of 
view in the matter of highway construction. 

Mr. Triaes. This is quite correct. 

Senator Morse. And I think you know me well enough that some- 
times I think minority points of view are the best, sometimes they are 
ahead of their times, and sometimes they propose a retrogression. I 
have got to try to decide what side your point of view is, and I must 
keep in mind my bias on this matter, and I have got a bias, I think. 

Senator Case. Is there any program of public works which would 
commend itself to you or to your organization as much as a roads 
program, if we engage in a program of public roads? 

Mr. Trices. I don’t know if I can adequately answer your question. 
I think that public roads fit the definition ideally. There may be some 
other things that may fit as well, the construction of school buildings 
and hospitals, and that sort of thing, during periods of unemployment 
as an anticyclical activity, but certainly roads are at the top in this 
category. 
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Senator Case. Has your organization made a study to determine 
to what extent State laws provide for refunds of gasoline taxes which 
are used for nonhighway purposes / 

Mr. Trices. Hardly in the form of a study. From what I have 
heard of the matter, it is my impression that somewhere in the neigh- 
borhood of 44 or 45 States provides for a refund of part or all. 

Senator Case. In other words, an overwhelming proportion of the 
States provide for refunds of gasoline taxes used for nonhighwav 
purposes ¢ 

Mr. Triaes. Yes. 

Senator Case. Then your proposal to have the Federal Government 
step out of the gasoline tax business and return that to the States, 
would mean, would it not, that even if you assume that the States 
enact or increase their gasoline tax so as to take up the amount that 
the Federal Government relinquishes would result in the refund of 
taxes for nonhighway uses ? 

Mr. Trices. This is the way it would work out. We think this is 
entirely justified, the State highway gasoline tax is a user tax and it 
is equitable because it is based on the relative degree of use of the 
highways. It has no relationship of the use of the gasoline tax for 
other uses, and we feel entirely justified that refunds should be made 
under those circumstances. That is one thing we do not like about 
the gasoline tax, assuming it were a user tax, why should people who 
use gasoline for nonroad purposes be called upon to pay the tax? 

Senator Case. Are there any further questions? 

Senator Morse. Does your American Farm Bureau Federation take 
the same position in regard to other excise taxes, that Federal excise 
taxes should be discontinued and the jurisdiction for imposing so- 
called user taxes should be left primarily to the States? 

Mr. Trices. Only in three fields. We favor the termination of the 
transportation tax, termination of the Federal gasoline tax, and the 
termination of the communications tax. We feel these are taxes upon 
business activities and claim no relationship to ability to pay or 
whether or not the person who pays them makes a profit. 

Senator Morse. That would be true of many other excise taxes. 

Mr. Triecs. That might be so. We have not objected to the excise 
taxes on what might be called luxury or quasi-luxury commodities, 
and I know that opens up a big field. 

Senator Morse. It is sufficiently related in this respect, you testified 
that you are strongly for Federal jurisdiction over the income tax. In 
other words, you argue that if we get rid of these other Federal taxes, 
it necessarily would mean an increase in the rate of income tax to meet 
your Federal obligations, first and foremost we are for economy in 
the Federal Government and for the efficient use of expenditures, but 
once the Congress has, in their judgment, reduced expenditures to the 
absolute essentials and this is a subject for debate, obviously, the many 
farm people representing their viewpoint through our organization 
will not object to paying the tax bill in the form of income tax. 

Senator Morse. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Case. Thank you, Mr. Triggs. 

Mr. Triees. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Casr. The next witness is Mr. Edward P. Cliff, and Mr. 
Anthony P. Dean, Chief of the Engineering Section, both of these 
gentlemen being from the Department of Agriculture. 
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STATEMENT OF EDWARD P. CLIFF, ASSISTANT CHIEF, FOREST 
SERVICE, ACCOMPANIED BY ANTHONY P. DEAN, CHIEF, 
ENGINEERING SECTION, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Curr. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to appear 
before this committee regarding S. 2859 and S. 2982, bills to amend 
the Federal-Aid Road Act. 

The interest of the Department of Agriculture is primarily with 
section 3 of both bills, which would provide authorizations for forest 
highways and forest development roads and trails. My statement will 
be directed to that section. 

With the approval of the Bureau of the Budget, the Department has 
submitted to the committee its formal report on S. 2859 and S. 2982, 
in which enactment of section 3 of S. 2982 with one amendment, is 
recommended. 

Section 3 of S. 2982 would authorize appropriations of $22.5 million 
for each of fiscal years 1956 and 1957 for forest highways, with the 
proviso that sums heretofore authorized but unobligated at the close 
of fiscal year 1955 be canceled. This section would also authorize like 
amounts for forest development roads and trails, with the proviso that 
advisory public hearings be held prior to construction or reconstruc- 
tion of timber access roads. 

Section 3 of S. 2859 differs from the same section in S. 2982 only in 
that: (1) The proposed authorizations would be $30 million instead of 
$22.5 million: (2) there is no proviso for canceling the authorized but 
unobligated forest highway sums at the close of fiscal year 1955; and 
(3) there is no proviso for advisory public hearings in connection with 
timber access roads. 

Because this Department has jurisdiction over the national forests, 
it has a primary interest in forest highways and administrative respon- 
sibility in forest development roads and trails. 

Forest highways: Forest highways are sections of Federal, State, 
and other important public highways which cross the national forests. 
Nearly all of the more than 23,000 miles of forest highways are on 
State and county systems. Forest highway funds are administered 
by the Bureau of Public Roads, Department of Commerce, but this 
Department and the respective States assist the Department of Com- 
merce in formulating the forest highway program. 

Forest highways offer access to and outlet from the forest develop- 
ment road system. Forest highways are used not only for commercial 
hauling of products of the national forests to mill and markets and 
by persons visiting the national forests for recreation and other pur- 
poses, but also for general public travel into and through the national 
forests. Forest highways are a vital link between the resources of 
the national forests and the people who use them. 

The need for improvement of the forest highway system is urgent, 
and the Department of Agriculture supports the proposed authoriza- 
tions for this purpose in S. 2982. 

Forest development roads and trails: Forest development roads 
and trails are service facilities necessary for the effective protection, 
administration and utilization of the national forests. Their construc- 
tion and maintenance are a responsibility of the Department of Agri- 
culture. 
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The long-range needs are for 157,000 miles of development roads, of 
which 117,000 miles have been built; and for 127,000 miles of foot 
and horse trails, of which 121,000 miles are in existence. 

Following are the principal operations connected with the forest 
development road and trail system and their estimated annual cost: 

1. Maintenance of existing roads and trails: The Department main- 
tains about 80,000 miles of the roads on the system and 119,500 miles of 
the trails at an annual cost of about $8.6 million. The remainder of 
the roads and trails are maintained by counties, timber purchasers, and 
others at their own expense. 

2. Bridge construction and replacement: There are about 7,500 road 
and trail bridges on the system which were constructed of inferior 
materials—mainly untreated timbers—under emergency programs 
during the 1930’s and World War II. About $3.2 million is required 
each year for replacement of those bridges which have reached the 
end of their useful life and are becoming unsafe for further use. 

3. Advance surveys; and design and engineering supervision: 
About $1.2 million is required annually for advance surveys, and for 
the design and engineering supervision which is necessary on roads 
to be built by purchasers of national forest timber under the terms of 
timber sale contracts. 

4. Construction and reconstruction of general-purpose and fire 
roads: About $1.7 million is required annually to build and rebuild 
the roads and trails needed for fire protection, general administra- 
tion, and the utilization of national forest resources other than timber. 

5. Timber access roads: One of the most urgent needs is roads into 
bodies of timber which are now inaccessible but which are mature 
and in need of harvesting. The construction over a perior of years 
of about 14,200 miles of timber access roads is necessary if timber 
harvesting on the national forests is to rise to its potential sustained- 
yield capacity. The Department believes that about 5,200 miles of 
these roads—principally main-line roads—should be built by the 
Federal Government, and about 9,000 miles by purchasers of national 
forest timber. Such a program would require direct Federal ex- 
penditures of about $94.3 million over a period of years and, roughly, 
$100 million by purchasers of national forest timber. 

Because of the lack of timber access roads, the timber cut from the 
national forests in fiscal year 1953 was about 1.5 billion feet below the 
sustained allowable cut. The financial loss to the Federal Government 
through inability to market mature timber was about $20 million in 
gross revenue in that 1 year. Losses of this character will continue 
each year until the major part of the timber access road system has 
been installed. Because of the age and condition of this timber, 
losses from disease, insects, windfall, and fire each year just about 
balance the relatively small amount of growth which occurs on these 
old timber stands. This valuable timber needs to be harvested 
promptly and in an orderly way, and the land on which it is standing 
should be conditioned to produce future growth through regeneration 
to young and vigorous timber. 

Increased revenues to the Government from expanded timber sales 
as the result of timber access roads will more than offset the cost of 
the roads. Therefore, Federal investments in timber access roads on 
the national forests will return a net profit to the Treasury over a 
period of years. 
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If the entire proposed authorization for forest development roads 
and trails in S. 2982 were to be appropriated, the total funds available 
in each of fiscal years 1956 and 1957 would be about $30 million. This 
would be comprised of the $22.5 million annual authorization in 
S. 2982 plus about $7.5 million which is currently available from 
national forest receipts. 

Such expenditures would enable the Department to perform essen- 
tial maintenance work on the forest development road system, make 
orderly progress on the bridge-replacement program, adequately plan 
and supervise the construction of development roads to be built by 
timber purchasers, and build the urgently needed roads and trails 
required for fire protection and utilization of other than timber re- 
sources. Expenditures for these necessary items would total about 
$14.7 million, leaving $15.3 million each year for the construction of 
main-line timber access roads. 

The Department, therefore, recommends enactment of the proposed 
authorization of $22.5 million for forest development roads and trails 
in S. 2982. In its formal re port to the committee, the Department also 
proposed a minor amendment to section 3, which would improve the 
utility and safety of the forest road system by permitting the use of 
funds for the construction and maintenance of necessary parking 
areas. Present authority does not permit this. Specific language for 
such an amendment is suggested i in the Department’s s report, and it is 
hoped the committee will give this suggestion favorable consideration. 

Senator Morse. Do I understand from your statement that the 
financial loss to the Federal Government, through inability to market 
mature timber is about $20 million in gross revenue in that 1 year is 
a typical annual loss ¢ 

Mr. Curr. Yes, it has been even greater than that in some of the 
preceding years. 

Our cut has been on the increase. We have more than doubled the 
cut from the national forests in the past 10 years. 

This cut in fiscal year 1953 is the highest that we have ever obtained. 
It is about 11% billion board-feet less than we would be able to cut 
on the sustained program. So the losses in preceding years have been 
ever greater. 

Senator Morse. So it follows, therefore, that the. loss, even at the 
present time, with the highest annual cut that we have ever made, 
amounts to a figure of $2 0) million, which is not very far from the 
total figure that the Department is asking for for road construction. 

Mr. Curr. That is an 

Senator Morse. Do you think that such a figure is sound, therefore, 
on the basis of the other purposes to which these roads could be put? 

Mr. Curr. The problem has not been with authorization so much 
as getting appropriations under the authorization which has been 
allowed. In the discussion this morning I pointed out that there is a 
total available authorization of 349,612,000 for forest development 
roads and trails. 

I would like to comment on the apparent discrepancies between 
the figure that Mr. Bodine used and the one that I have just given you. 
His statement was correct. He stated that there was unused author- 
ization of $27 million. That is correct as of the end of the fiscal year 
1954. The figure I have given you includes the authorization for 
fiscal year 1955, which is now available. 
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Out of that will have to come the appropriation for fiscal year 1955, 
but there is a rather large backlog of unused authorization which 
would be available for appropriation if the Congress saw fit to appro- 
priate the amount of money that has been authorized. 

Senator Morse. Speaking hypothetically, and of course it is hypo- 
thetical because the probability of making it a reality is very, very 
remote, but assuming the hypothetical that you could get the appro- 
priation asked for by the present request for the authorization and 
the appropriation covering the amount of money already authorized, 
none of it would be wasted if it was all spent, would it ? 

Mr. Curr. No, it would not. 

There is the practical limitation of how much we would be able 
to spend on the roads most badly needed in any one year. 

Senator Morsr. The practical problem of how many contracts that 
by could let that could be fulfilled within the period of time covered 

by the appropriation, but assuming that you could get the contracts 
let and the work done, there still would be need for even more work 
than those contracts could cover. 

Mr. Currr. That. is correct. 

Senator Morse. Is it true that this figure of $22 million is a lesser 
figure than the Department was recommending a few years ago? 

“Mr. Curr. No, the $22 million is the largest amount that has ever 
been authorized in any one year. 

Senator Morsr. That is not my question. My question is what the 
Department was recommending. 

Mr. Curr. I think, and I could be subject to correction on this, 
but I think the Department has never recommended an annual au- 
thorization of more than $22 million. 

Senator Morsr. The Department wrote in my bill which called for 
$25 million, and I got that bill from the draftsmanship of your De- 
partment. 

Mr. Curr. We often perform legislative drafting service for Mem- 
bers of Congress, but that does not mean the Department endorses it. 

Senator Morse. You surely did on that occasion. 

Mr. Curr. I am not familiar with the details of that. 

Senator Morse. You surely did on that occasion. I introduced the 
bill, with strong urgings by the then head of the Department who 
told me that the weakness of my bill was the amount was too small. 

I am perfectly willing to recognize there may be a change in the 
policy of the Department, but I happen to know that this $22 million 
is a figure quite below what your Department a few years ago thought 
we ought to be spending. 

Now, it is true, Mr. Cliff, that we have been given many bits of 
discouraging advice at the time, and they thought that I probably 
would not be able to get it through, but they were delighted when 
I did get it through the Senate and it called for $25 million. 

Senator Case. Mr. Cliff, this morning when you were attending the 
hearing I asked if you could get for us the table which would show 
the appropriations over the period of the last 10 years. You have 
handed me a table. Is that the table in response to that request ¢ 


Mr. Curr. Yes, it is, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator Case. That will be inserted in the record at this point. 


(Table showing authorization and appropriations for fiscal years. 
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1945 through 1953 is as follows :) 


Appropriations and authorizations for forest highways and forest development 
roads, fiscal years 1945 through 1954 


| Forest development roads and 
x 


Forest highways trails 


Authorization Appropriation | Authorization | Appropriation 








| } 


| | 


i I a cl a a iitiehintiall $4, 161, 498 
~7777177""§28; 000, 000 $3, 500,000 | $12, 500, 000 | 6, 898, 778 
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22, 500, 000 | 





--| 22, 500, 000 |... 


15, 000, 000 22, 500, 000 | 14, 500, 000 
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Senator Case. Directing your attention to that, it would appear 

that one story applies to the forest highways, and a different story 
to the forest development roads and trials. In many years the appro- 
priations under forest highways has come up pretty close to the au- 
thorization and I take it that that is due to the provisions of Public 
Law 769 of the 81st Congress which, in section 3, relating to forests 
‘ame up with this language with respect to the highways: 
Provided further, That the Commissioner of Public Roads may incur obligations, 
approve projects and enter into contracts under the apportionment of such 
authorization and his action in so doing shall be deemed a contractural obliga- 
tion on the Federal Government for the payment of the cost thereof. 

Is that correct ? 

Mr. Curr. Yes, I am sure that is correct. 

Senator Cass. That language appeared and applied to the forest 
highways in subparagraph 1, and made it possible to regard the au- 
thorization as in effect an appropriation. 

That is, he gave you authority or gave the Commissioner of Public 
Roads authority to approve projects and incur obligations so that the 
maximum amount of authorization could actually be contracted for 
and then Congress would have to meet the cost thereof. 

Mr. Curr. I think that is correct and that that is the way the law 
was interpreted in the past. 

Senator Case. In the bill S. 2982, the Martin bill, I note on page 6, 
lines 4, 5, and 6, which read as follows: 

Provided, That any sums heretofore authorized unobligated on June 30, 1955, 
shall be canceled as of June 30, 1955; * * *. 

In that connection I want to call to your attention the testimony 
that was given by some of the witnesses this morning in which they 
said that the reason for supporting a lower figure for these highways 
funds was that they understood that there was some unused authoriza- 
tion, and consequently there was no need for increasing the authoriza- 
tion at this time. Do you recall that testimony ? 

Mr. Curr. Yes, I think in the testimony they were referring to 
the forest development roads and trails and not the forest highway 
funds. The forest development roads and trail funds has never been 
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subject to entering into contractual obligations in advance of 
appropri: ition. 

There is an available authorization for forest highways of $53.4 
million, which includes the 1955 authorization. 

Senator Case. What was that figure again ? 

Mr. Curr. $53.4 million. 

Senator Case. Of that $22.5 million would be the authorization for 
the new year ? 

Mr. Curr. For 1955. 

Senator Case. So there is an accumulated backlog of about $32 
million of authorizations with contract authority under the forest 
highway section. 

Mr. Curr. I think that is correct. 

Senator Case. But if you do not get it obligated by the 30th of 
June 1955, that will be canceled ? 

Mr. Curr. Yes. You will notice in the table which I have just 
given you there were authorizations in 1953 for $20 million, with an 
accumulated backlog, with the amount appropriated being $18 million. 

Again in 1954 the amount of $15 million was appropriated. Now, 
I am not sure whether that means that the Bureau of Public Roads 
failed to take advantage of the advance contract authority, or whether 
the Congress failed to appropriate the full amount authorized. 

Senator Casr. Of course, if you go back immediately before that, 
you will find by this table in 1950, although the authorization was $20 
million in new funds, the appropriation was $22.5 million, and the 
same thing in 1951. 

In 1952 the appropriation was for $21 million. In other words, 
in those three years there was used up about $6 million of the prime— 
prior contractual authorization. 

Looking at the figures for 1953 and 1954, it would appear there 
that what happe ‘ned was that the Bureau of Public Roads refrained 
from entering into contractual obligations and consequently the pros- 
pective maturing bills were such that all that Congress needed to 
appropriate was $18 million for the fiscal year, and $15 million for 
the second year. Because, under the language of the existing law, 
his action, that is the Commissioner of Public Roads, in incurring 
obligations shall be the contractual obligation for the payment of 
the cost thereof. 

Mr. Curr. Perhaps Mr. Dean can throw some light on that. He 
has been working with the forest highway program “for a number of 
years. Is that deduction correct ¢ 

Mr. Dean. I am not sure about that. I think that that would de- 
pend upon the agreement between the Commissioner and the com- 
mittee for different years. 

Senator Case. For a number of years in the House I served on the 
Appropriations Committee, both on some of the subcommittees that 
handled appropriations for public roads when it was an independent 
agency and in the Committee on Independent Offices, and on the 
Deficiency Committee for the various categories of public highways. 

The amount of authorization is always ‘made on the basis of ex- 
pedience of the bills that would mature during the year. The first 
three categories are Federal-aid items, and primary, secondary, ur- 
ban, they make allocations to the States and the States can go ahead 
on the basis of those allocations and propose projects, but the actual 
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cash appropriations are made in subsequent periods, and they never 
correspond identically with the authorizations. They were recom- 
mended by the Bureau of the Budget and the Commissioner of Public 
Roads, according to the rate of progress on contracts, and the amounts 
of bills that would be matured, that would be maturing for which 
money would be necessary. 

An identical situation seemed to exist here. 

Mr. Curr. These funds for forest highways are administered by the 
Bureau of Public Roads, and they should be answering these questions 
rather than I. 

My understanding of the way they have handled these advance 
contractual arrangements is as you have explained it. 

Senator Casr. Senator Morse, do you have any questions ? 
Senator Morse. From your explanation, Mr. Chairman, is there any 
basis to conclude that the Government agencies involved have not 
contracted for the building of roads in an amount of the appropria- 
tions in any year or period of years? 

Senator Case. I think there is no question about it. 

Senator Morse. That is the conclusion I would draw from the facts 
you have pointed out here. 

Senator Case. Did you use the word “appropriation” or “authoriza- 
tion”? 

Senator Morse. Authorization. 

Senator Casr. No, in this particular category of forest highways it 
is not the appropriation that controls how much they might contract. 
It is the authorization. 

Senator Morse. Well, let me ask two questions, then; certainly there 
is no doubt about the fact that they have not contracted for the amount 
of road contracts for which funds have been authorized. They have 
to make these contracts first and get a commitment that a contract will 
be entered into if the appropriation is forthcoming. Those contracts 
have been less in amount than the authorizations and the departments 
were perfectly free to go ahead and enter into the contracts, were 
they not? 

Senator Casr. They were. 

Senator Morss. Now, is there any evidence that they have not used 
up all the appropriations that have been made for the construction of 
roads in any year or period of years? 

Senator Casr. I don’t know as to that. I think we will have to ask 
the Bureau of Public Roads, but the only purpose in making appro- 
priations in the case of forest highways and of the three categories of 
Federal aid is to provide cash to meet maturing contracts. 

It is the one exception to the general rule in authorizing appropri- 
ating legislation as to highway acts. Normally authorizations are 
merely licenses to the Appropriations Committee to make an 
approprition. 

Senator Mors. I did not know that. That is a point I have never 
recognized before. 

Senator Cass. The reason for that with respect to the three cate- 
gories of Federal primary roads and Federal secondary roads and 
urban roads is that legislatures meet once in two years, and in order 
that a legislature might make their plans to develop revenues suffi- 
cient to provide matching funds, the first part of the biennial Highway 
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Act provides appropriation money on the basis of the past year and 
those allotments become, in fact, contracts with the States. 

In this first class of forest highways, the same thing exists with 
respect to the Federal Gov ernment itself and that is in this language 
to which I have called attention in the act, Public Law 769. 

Mr. Curr. It should be pointed out that the same thing does not 
apply to the forest dev elopment roads and trails. 

Senator Casr. That is correct. I want to discuss those a little sep- 
arately. The clerk suggests to me that the reason for making that 
contractual authority for forest highways is that frequently the 
forest highways are themselves portions of the Federal primary roads 
and in order to keep pace with the development of the primary road 
system with the States, this contractual authority was established. 

Senator Morse. I think we ought to take up with the Public Roads 
group when they come before us because if it is true, and I think 
obviously it is, that we have less miles of access roads today simply 
because the Public Roads Commissioner has not entered into the con- 
tracts to give us the maximum amount that we could have under the 
authorization granted, that is a pretty sad reflection on the Public 
Roads Commissioner. 

Senator Casz. The Chair might suggest that there might be some 
moral suasion and the Appropriations Committee might have sug- 
gested that they wanted him to drag his feet a little in making con- 
tracts, and the Bureau of the Budget might have made the same 
demand on him to reduce the requests on the Federal Treasury. 

The testimony has already been placed in the record with respect 
to the forest development roads and trails, and that the Chair would 
invite your attention to the relationship between the appropriations 
and the authorizations there. 

Here we have a different situation from the normal rule on authori- 
zation applications. I note that up to 1950 the authorizations did not 
exceed $12.5 million, and of course up to that time the appropriation 
never exceeded that amount. 

However, in 1950, or in the act for 1950 or 1951, apparently the 
authorization went up to $17.5 million the first year. The appropria- 
tion did come to that amount, but in the second year the appropriation, 
while not coming up to $17.5 million did go to $13,648,000, and = 
in 1952 and then in 1953 it went to $16 million. In 1954 it wa 
$14.5 million. 

Obviously, Mr. Cliff, the Forest Service could never have had an 
appropriation of $16 million, or $14.5 million for forest development 
roads and trails, had the authorization remained at $12 million. 

Mr. Curr. Not exactly. 

Senator Case. Unless you had an accumulated authorization. 

Mr. Curr. There was an accumulated authorization at that time 
which would have enabled the Congress to appropriate more than it 
did. 

Senator Case. But historically, prior to the raising of the appro- 
priation to $17.5 million, the fact is that under the figure you have 
submitted that the appropriations never, prior to that time, ‘exceeded 
the amount of 1 year’s authorization, $12.5 million. 

Mr. Curr. That is correct, and they have never equaled it since 
that time. 
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Senator Casr. They have never equaled it since then, but they have 
exceeded $12.5 million. 

Mr. Curr. Yes. 

Senator Casr. That is the same thing we found in the Indian Road 
picture to which I alluded this morning, that the making of a case 
for more roads and that the Public Works Committees of the House 
and Senate, which resulted in an increase in the authorizations, was 
reflected later in an increase in the appropriations, even though they 
did not come up with the authorization. The pattern of larger ap- 
propriations followed the larger authorizations. 

Senator Morse. Could I ask this question, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Casr. Certainly. 

Senator Morse. Have you people in the Forestry Department 
always spent all the money that was appropriated ? 

Mr. Cuirr. Yes, we do. Occasionally there is a carryover from 
one fiscal year to another of unexpended funds which are obligated 
for expenditure on contracts or projects which may carry over ‘from 
one fiscal year to another, but generally the need for forest develop- 
ment roads and trails work has been in excess of our ability to finance 
them, and we have been able to spend up all the money available. 

Senator Casr. You stated: 

Because of the lack of timber access roads, the timber cut from the national 


forests in fiscal year 1953 was about 1.5 billion feet below the sustained allowable 
cut. 


And then you make this rather striking statement: 

The financial loss to the Federal Government through inability to market 
mature timber was about $20 million in gross revenue in that 1 year. 

Mr. Cuirr. That is a true statement. 

Senator Case. Why haven’t you used arguments like that pre- 
viously during the time you have been before the Congress, and the 
time that I have been in Congress, to try to get the appropriations 
for forest development roads and trails increased, and if my memory 
is correct, along about in 1948 or 1949 we did make a supplemental 
appropriation available for some forest development roads and trails 
and then a year or two later the Forest Service told me that because 
those roads were built they had sold several millions of dollars worth 
of timber which otherwise they would not have sold. 

Mr. Curr. That is true. In 1953 we had a supplemental of $5 
million, which is included in the $16 million appropriation in 1953, 
which enabled us to build roads in the insect-infested area of northern 
Idaho and northern Montana. 

Senator Casr. What did the timber sales there amount to? 

Mr. Curr. We have not fully realized on the benefits of those roads, 
because some of them are still under construction and they will not 
be in full use until the next logging season, but they will more than 
pay for themselves within the period of several years. 

Senator Casr. How many years? 

Mr. Curr. Within a period of 4 or 5 years. 

Senator Case. It is difficult for me to reconcile the logic which calls 
for a smaller authorization for forest-development roads and trails 
with that kind of a statement. Any time that the Federal Govern- 
ment can recover in 4 or 5 years a capital investment for roads and 
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then have the benefit of the roads from then on, it seems to me that 
is a good deal. 

Mr. Currr. We feel that the investment in these roads is definitely 
a good investment and the additional timber harvested over timber 
access roads will pay the cost of building them within a relatively short 
length of time. 

The explanation, and the only one that I “an give for recommending 
the $22.5 million authorization is that there is such a large backlof of 
unused authorizations that it does not seem reasonable that we would 
be able to use that up in the next 2-year period unless Congress is 
much more generous than they have been in the past. 

Senator Morse. How do you expect to get the appropriations if 
you do not make an authorization request in accordance with the 
obvious needs? You know how the Congress works. It has always 
got the paring knife out and I do not want you to request more than 
the facts warrant, but the testimony here today shows that it will sup- 
port more than you are asking for, backlog or no backlog. 

There is a simple test to put to this last observation. Just try let- 
ting the contracts out to the contracting companies, and see if you have 
any difficulty in getting contracts let out. You are aware of the fact, 
Iam sure, that they are looking for contracts today. 

Senator Case. At this point the Chair would like to put in the letter 
from the Secretary of Agriculture commenting on the bills, and would 
particularly call attention to a paragraph on page 3 of the letter which 
reads in part as follows: 

In fiscal year 1953 the national-forest timber cut was about 1.5 billion feet 
below the allowable cutting capacity. In that year the loss to the Federal 
Government through inability to market mature timber was about $20 million 
in potential gross revenue. 

Which is identical with the statement made by Mr. Cliff. 

Then there follows this sentence in the letter of the Secretary : 

Losses of this character will continue from year to year until the major part 
of the access road system has been installed. 

And there he refers to the $20 million loss in potential gross revenue. 

Senator Morse. There is no question about it. 

Senator Case. In the concluding part of the Secretary’s letter they 
recommend a proviso to be put on page 6, line 16, of S. 2982, with re- 
spect to subsection No. 2 of section 3: 

In line 16 of page 6, after the colon following the word “reconstruction” insert 
“Provided further, That hereafter funds available for forest development roads 
and trails shall also be available for vehicular parking areas: 

Do you favor that ? 

Mr. Currr. Yes, we do, very definitely. We hope that the committee 
will see fit to make that amendment. 

We have a problem on many of our roads as they are becoming more 
heavily used, of providing a ‘place for people to get off the roads for 
various reasons, for viewpoints and overlook sites, as one exam 
These parking facilities are needed from the standpoint of pnb lie 
safety. 

Also there is a need for off-road parking places for loading and 
unloading of livestock and of parking logging trucks waiting for the 
use of the roads. We also have the problem i in some of our recreation 
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areas to provide parking facilities and get the people off the main 
traveled part of the roads. 

During the emergency days in the 1930’s we built quite a large 
number of parking areas at public camp grounds, and picnic areas. 
They are going to pieces and need annual maintenance, and this pro- 
vision would enable us to use part of this money for maintenance and 
construction of such parking areas. 

Senator Casr. The letter from the Department of Agriculture will 
be incorporated in the record, without objection. 

(Letter referred to is as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 26, 1954. 


Hon. Epwarp MARTIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate. 

DeaR SENATOR MARTIN: This is in reply to your requests of February 2 and 20, 
1954, for reports on S. 2859 and S. 2982, bills to amend and supplement the Federal- 
Aid Road Act, approved July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), as amended and supple- 
mented, to authorize appropriations for continuing the construction of highways 
and for other purposes. This Department, which administers the national forests, 
is directly concerned with section 3 of these bills. 

This section in S. 2859 and S. 2982 would authorize appropriations of $30 million 
and $22.5 million, respectively, for each of fiscal years 1956 and 1957 for forest 
highways with like amounts for forest development roads and trails. In addition 
section 3 of S. 2982 contains the proviso that sums heretofore authorized for forest 
highways unobligated at the close of the fiscal year 1955 be canceled and the 
further proviso that advisory public hearings be held prior to the construction or 
reconstruction of a timber access road. 

Forest highways are sectoins of Federal, State, and other important public 
highways which cross the national forests. Nearly all of these roads are on the 
State and county systems. The forest highway funds are administered by the 
Bureau of Public Roads, Department of Commerce, which is assisted by this 
Department and the respective States in formulating the forest highway program. 

Forest highways furnish the means of access to and outlet from the forest 
development road system. They are used to haul many of the products of the 
forests to mills and markets as well as for general public travel and by persons 
visiting the national forests for recreation and other purposes. The need for 
improvement of forest highways is urgent and this Department endorses the 
authorizatoins proposed in 8. 2982. 

Forest development roads and trails are of primary importance for the 
protection, administration, and utilization of the national forests. They are a 
responsibility of this Department. The existing forest development system 
consists of about 117,000 miles of roads and 121,000 miles of trails. The principal 
operations connected with the system are— 

(1) Maintenance of existing roads and trails. 

(2) Bridge construction and replacement. 

(3@ Advance surveys; and the design and engineering supervision for 
roads to be built by timber purchasers. 

(4) Construction and reconstruction of general purpose and fire roads. 

(5) Construction and reconstruction of timber access roads. 

The Department maintains about 80,000 miles of the roads on the system and 
119,500 miles of the trails at a cost of about $8.6 million annually. The balance 
of the roads and trails on the system are maintained by counties, timber pur- 
chasers, and others at their own expense. 

There are 7,500 road and trail bridges on the forest development system which 
are constructed of inferior materials under emergency programs during the 
1930’s and World War II. These bridges are rapidly approaching the end of 
their useful life, and about $3.2 million is required each year for replacement of 
those which have become unsafe for further use. 

About $1.2 million is required each year for advance surveys, and the design 
and engineering supervision on roads which are built by purchasers of national 
forest timber under the terms of sales contracts. 
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The construction and reconstruction of critically needed roads and trails for 
fire protection, general administration, and the utilization of national forest 
resources other than timber requires expenditures of about $1.7 million annually. 

A major need is the construction and reconstruction of timber access roads. 
To increase timber cutting on the national forests to sustained-yield capacity 
would require a Federal expenditure of $94.3 million for mainline roads over a 
period of years. An approximately equal amount should be expended on access 
roads by purchasers of national forest timber. 

In fiscal year 1953 the national forest timber cut was about 1.5 billion feet 
below the allowable cutting capacity. In that year the loss to the Federal Govern- 
ment through inability to market mature timber was about $20 million in potential 
gross revenue. Losses of this character will continue from year to year until the 
major part of the access road system has been installed. Because of the age and 
condition of this timber, losses from disease, insects, windfall, and fire each year 
just about balance the relatively small amount of growth which occurs on these 
old trees. This valuable timber should be harvested in an orderly way and the 
land on which it is standing should be conditioned to produce future growth 
through regeneration to young and vigorous timber. 

There are two sources of funds for the forest development road and trail 
system: (1) The appropriation for forest development road and trails authorized 
for the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 23 of the Federal Highway 
Act (42 Stat. 218), as amended and supplemented ; and (2) the appropriation for 
roads and trails for States, national forests fund (37 Stat. 843), which now 
amounts to about $7.5 million annually. 

If the smaller annual authorization for forest development roads and trails of 
$22.5 million as proposed in S. 2982 is appropriated, the total funds available in 
each of fiscal years 1956 and 1957 will be $30 million ($22.5 million plus $7.5 
million). This would enable the Department to perform essential maintenance 
work on the forest development system, make orderly progress on the bridge 
replacement program, adequately plan and supervise the construction and recon- 
struction of development roads by timber purchasers, and build the urgently 
needed roads and trails required for fire protection and utilization of resources 
other than timber. After allowance is made for annual expenditures of approxi- 
mately $14.7 million for these purposes, $15.3 million would be available annually 
for the construction of mainline timber access roads. Following is a summary 
of estimated annual expenditures for forest development roads and trails on 
this basis: 


Million 

dollars 

Ri is Taga i thi rd i eet ed dd bee emememiidinntianinatinndan 8. 6 
Mate eometructicm: and POI aac ns. sre ens wre n= 3.2 
Advance surveys; design and engineering of operator roads_________-_--- 1.2 
Construction and reconstruction—fire and general purpose roads____-_~- a 
Te I CO. hist hk ii edie hee crenesionde 15.3 
IR ic seal ticks: ccitctandwsaks biiabitins aedinewiniaidsanid dhgntdoapthindpaabtialed 30.0 


The utility and safety of the forest development road system would be improved 
if funds provided for development roads and trails could be used for construction 
and maintenance of necessary parking areas. These are needed for more efficient 
administration of the national forests and for the safety of road users. 

The Department recommends enactment of section 8 of S. 2982 in lieu of 
section 3 of S. 2859. It further recommends that subsection (2) of section 8 of 
S. 2982 be amended as follows: 

“In line 16 of page 6 after the colon following the word ‘reconstruction’ insert 
‘Provided further, That hereafter funds available for forest development roads 
and trails shall also be available for vehicular parking areas: ” 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that, from the standpoint of the program of 
the President, there is no objection to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
TRUE D. Morse, Under Secretary. 


Senator Case. Are there any further questions? 

Senator Morse. I want to call attention to the statement made by 
Mr. Cliff, where you said: 

Forest highways are sections of Federal, State, and other important public 


highways which cross the national forests. Nearly all of the more than 23,000 
miles of forest highways are on State and county systems. 
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Let us pause there fora moment. All that means is that these roads 
constitute a network of roads used by the general driving public that 
has many purposes in traveling, other than hauling logging trucks. 

Mr. Curr. That is correct. 

Senator Morse. Farmers going to market, doctors going to patients, 
and out in my section of the country doctors still go to their patients 
in the more remote areas, and they need roads. But these are general- 
use roads, are they not? 

Mr. Curr. That is correct. 

Senator Morsge. As you say further on: 


Forest highway funds are administered by the Bureau of Public Roads. 


They are really part of the county road system, and when the con- 
struction is contracted out, it is contracted out under the county road 
construction system for the most part, isn’t it ¢ 

Mr. Curr. The issuance of the contracts are handled by the Bureau 
of Public Roads. After the roads are built, they then are turned 
over to the State or to the county, depending | on whether it is on the 
State or county system. Thereafter they are maintained by either 
the State or the county. 

Senator Morse. Let us take a hypothetical and actual construction. 
Here is county Y and it has got 50 miles of county roads to build, 
and here is the Public Roads Department of the Federal Government, 
which has got 30 miles of roads to build, and when you get through 
with the 80 miles it is all a dovetailed network of county roads. Now, 
in actual practice does it not happen that this construction is carried 
out in many instances under a common practice and the same group of 
contractors, by and large, build the 80 miles of roads, irrespective of 
whether part of them are under the Federal jurisdiction during the 
period of construction which will subsequently be turned over to the 
counties. 

Mr. Curr. Yes, that is correct. An example of these forest high- 
ways in your State is the Santiam, the Willamette and the McKenzie. 
The forest highway fund doesn’t build all those roads. The State 
may put : additional money into such highways, but they are classified 
as forest highways. 

Senator Morss. If we had most of the visitors in this room in an 
automobile with us going over that highway and not familiar with 
the timber problems of Oregon, do you think many of them would 
think that they were driving on a timber access road ? 

Mr. Curr. No, except there is a large amount of logging traffic on 
every one of those cade 

Senator Morsr. Yes, and you can see them on the United States 
Highway on the way to Portland, large numbers of trucks. But the 
problem which we are ae with now is a road which is a substan- 
tial road and they have to be built to a very high standard, is that not 
correct ? 

Mr. Curr. That is correct. 

Senator Morse. I would like to get your comment on policy with 
respect to this paragraph which says: 

Forest highways offer access to an outlet from the forest development road 
system. Forest highways are used not only for commercial hauling of products 
of the national forests to mill and markets, and by persons visiting the national 


forests for recreation and other purposes, but also for general public travel 
into and through the national forests. 
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Then you go on to point out that they are a vital link between 
the resources of the national forests and the people who use them. 

Then you said: 

The Department maintains about 80,000 miles of the roads on the system 
and 119,500 miles of the trails at an annual cost of about $8.6 million. The 
remainder of the roads and trails are maintained by counties, timber purchasers, 
and others at their own expense. 

And then you also said: 


The Department believes that about 5,200 miles of these roads—principally 
main-line roads—should be built by the Federal Government, and about 9,000 
miles by purchasers of national forest timber. 

It is this question of policy of having these subsidiary or secondary 
timber roads built by the purchasers of timber that I would like to 
get you to expand on it a bit. Will you describe for us the nature 
of those roads ¢ 

Mr. Cuirr. Senator Morse, they are mainly what we call branch 
roads which lead out into the timber stands from the primary access 
roads, 

Senator Morse. Road tributaries from these county roads that we 
have been talking about. 

Mr. Curr. Or from a main line access road that might develop a 
major drainage, like the North Umpqua or Steamboat Creek. We 
fee] it is sound policy for the Federal Government to open up these 
major bodies of timber and thereby make it possible for several op- 
erators, maybe as many as a dozen, to operate at one time in a 
large drainage rather than have the main-line road built by the timber 
purchaser, which would result in a restriction of the amount of com- 
petitive opportunity that there might be in that watershed. So we 
are advocating that the Federal Government build the tap roads 
which will open up the opportunities, and for timber operators to 
use their equipment and skill in building the branch roads that lead 
into the main road system. 

We are thinking about maintaining competitive opportunities and 
spreading the timber cutting into the parts of the watershed that 
need harvesting the most. 

Senator Morse. Doesn’t it follow that when you place the respon- 
sibility of building the subsidiary roads off the main forest roads 
upon the bidders on the timber that you follow the practice and that 
it has the effect of squeezing the little fellow out in that it limits 
him mainly to stands of timber along the roads that the Federal 
Government builds? 

Mr. Curr. Or he may take advantage of a road that some other 
timber sale operator may have built prior to his going in there. 
These roads that are built by timber purchasers become public roads. 
They become the property of the Government after the timber sale 
contract is completed. That, in turn, opens up some competitive 
opportunities for the class of operator you are thinking about. 

Senator Morse. Let us take a hypothetical case here. 

Let. us take the top of that bookcase over there at the other end of 
the room as the line of one of our so-called main roads that makes 
accessible some timber, and let us take those panels up there, three 
main panels that adjoin that main timber Rahwer, and you offer a 


block of timber up in the far corner, upper corner of that panel, and 
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here is your road down here. Who is going to build that road up 
there ¢ 

Mr. Currr. If it opens up a big block of timber we would probably 
classify that as a main-line access road and the Government should 
build it. However, if it is the kind of a road that opens up a logging 
show which would be operated as one unit, it would be logical for the 
operator to build it. 

Senator Morsr. That is my hypothetical operator. 

Mr. Cuirr. Yes. 

Senator Morse. What kind of an operator is necessarily bidding 
on that when he has the responsibility of building the road up to it? 
It is a big fellow, isn’t it ¢ 

Mr. Curr. You haven’t defined how much timber is involved. 
There are some timber roads that no operators except those who are 
best financed can afford to build. That is true. But in marketing 
our timber we attempt to put the offerings up in different-sized blocks, 
and they try to give operators of all sizes an opportunity to bid on 
sales of a size that he is capable of operating. 

Senator Morse. You sit in my chair for a moment, and I will be 
delighted to give you the letters for your scrutiny. We have got this 
block of timber up there and it is away from the main highway and 
there is this big block so that the fellow who bids on that has to build 
a road to it. All the little independents say, “Senator, see how they 
are squeezing me out. I cannot build it, nor can all of us together 
build it. Only the big man, operator X or operator Y can build that 
road up there, so they have got a bidding advantage up there.” 

There is only a question of whether operator X or operator Y gets 
it out and all the little ones are automatically out and you don’t satisfy 
them by saying, “We give you a chance to bid on other blocks along 
the main road.” 

And the little fellow keeps telling me in pretty strong measures what 
he needs is a federally financed access road program which will pro- 
vide for the Federal Government building that road up to that big 
block of timber, and then we take the cost of that into account when 
we sell the timber. 

What is wrong with that, as a matter of public policy ? 

Mr. Cuirr. I think it is all right in the case that you have described. 
I think it is sound and desirable for the Federal Government to build 
the main access road. 

However, there are many places where the need for these access 
roads is so great that the Federal Government has not been able to 
afford to build them all, and there are places where the operators can 
build them without depriving others of competitive opportunities. 

Senator Morse. It is difficult for me to follow that argument. You 
say that the little fellow is not discriminated against in that last case 
because he says, “I cannot bid.” 

It does not solve my problem for the Forestry Division to say, as 
they did in so many of these roads, “We cannot build them.” You 
are not going to build them, anyway. You are going to let-contracts 
to build them, and there are certainly not so many that you cannot 
contract them out because the private operators have to contract them 
out, too. 

They are not going to build them. They use a contractor to build the 
roads for them, and what I am trying to do, frankly, as a matter of 
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policy, is to work with the big operators as well as the little ones, but 
ay down a policy of nondiscrimination against the little fellow. I 
think the big fellow has enough competitive advantage without sup- 
porting a policy that gives him an additional advantage whereby he 
gets the timber over the little fellow because he is the only one big 
enough to build the road. 

That is my general premise. I admit, and I will be glad to supply 
it to you, I admit that that calls upon me to offer proof that this policy 
that you enunciate here is resulting in the little fellow being put at a 
disadvantage when it comes to bid. 

But they just flood me with those complaints, and specify the tracts 
of timber that they say they were discriminated against in regard to, 
and the point is that the Federal Government ought to build it and 
then charge a user tax, which seems to me to be pretty fair to pay 
for the road on the basis of the footage of lumber brought out in a 
user tax. 

When it is over here, the Federal Government owns the road, then, 
and for all other multiple-purpose benefits, and I have a hard time 
answering that, and all I shall do is to submit to you some specific com- 
plaints and ask you to tell me what to do. 

Mr. Curr. We would be glad to do that. I do not have the figures 
here with me, but the sales history in your State will show, I am sure, 
that by far the larger part of our sales are small and moderate size 
sales. 

Senator Morse. I want to keep them that way. 

Mr. Curr. We do not want to discriminate against anyone. We 
are up against a tough proposition in States, such as Oregon, where 
there is more mill capacity than there is available timber to support 
it. More and more of these operators who do not own much, if any, 
timber land are looking to the national forests for their sources of 
supply. We are up against that problem in a very real way. The 
sooner we get an access road program developed and get these work- 
ing circles opened up, the better we will be able to cope with that 

roblem. I think I agree with you except possibly in a matter of 
am as to where we should cease operator construction and go 
entirely to federally financed construction. 

Senator Morse. Mr. Chairman, I thank you for your patience. This 
happens to be a problem I live with in my State. 

Senator Case. In my home town there were three small mills, just 
shut down recently, and the number of people going on the unem- 
ployment compensation rolls are consequently increased. 

Of course, there are some other problems that enter into it, too. 
But it is worth while to get this developed and we appreciate your 
testimony very much, Mr. Cliff. 

I suspect that probably you would like to build these roads just 
as fast as you could, but budgetary restrictions upon you and the 
Department probably dictate a policy that the Department followed 
in its report. At least I am surmising that. 

Your testimony and that of the others was very helpful to the 
committee and we welcome it and are very glad to have it. 

Mr. Hagensrern. I have the figures which were referred to for the 
5 years ending 1951, which perhaps Senator Morse would be inter- 
ested in. 





FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 155 


Senator Morss. I think they should be in the record. 

Mr. Hacenstein. This is the average national forest timber sale 
in western Washington and western Oregon for the calendar years 
1947 through 1951, inclusive : 

In the year 1947 it was 7,576,000 board-feet. 

In the year 1948 it was 7,586,000 board-feet. 

In 1949 it was 4,680,000 board-feet. 

In 1950 it was 5,537,000 board-feet. 

In 1951 it was 5,320,000 board-feet. 

Senator Case. Thank you, Mr. Hagenstein. 

The committee will adjourn until Wednesday morning at 10 o’clock 
in the Senate Public Works Committee room, which is room 412 of 
the Senate Office Building. ; 

The first witness that morning will be Francis Du Point, Commis- 
sioner of Public Roads. 

(Whereupon, at 4:40 p. m., the hearing was recessed, to reconvene 
at 10 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office Building, on Wednesday, 
March 3, 1954.) 
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WEDNESDAY, MARCH 3, 1954 


Untrep Srates SENATE, 

CoMMITTEE ON Pusric Works, 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pustic Roaps, 

Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met at 10:03 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 
i " 412, Senate Office Building, Senator Francis Case (chairman of the 
. subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Martin (chairman of the full committee), Case 
(chairman of the subcommittee), Bush, Beall, Upton, Stennis, Kerr, 
Gore, and Burke. 

Also present: Charles N. Kapnic, chief clerk, Eloise Porter, assist- 
ant clerk; Ellsworth W. Bassett and Theo W. Sneed, technical staff 
members. 

Senator Case. The committee will come to order. 

We have a very large number of witnesses scheduled for today and, 
in order that we can accommodate them as much as possible, we are 
going to proceed immediately, although there are other members of 
the committee yet who will be here during the morning. They will 


b be dropping in as we proceed. 

: I want to make this suggestion: I note that we have a large list of 
e witnesses here who want to talk apparently about the so-called utility 
. proposal or feature in one of the bills. It may be that you will find 


that, as the testimony develops, there will be some repetition in what 
you want to say. I think possibly for the purpose of conserving time, 
and also for the purpose of hitting the highlights and not just re- 
peating it, it might be well for some of the witnesses to consider 
filing their statements if they have prepared statements and then ad- 
dress their remarks particularly to the particular point or feature 
they wish toemphasize. I think that would be more effective to mem- 
bers of the committee than to read statements that would be cumulative 
and repetitious so far as general aspects are concerned. 
The first witness on whom we will call this morning is Mr. E. L. 
‘ Schmidt, secretary of the Pennsylvania Highway Department. 
Is Mr. Schmidt present? 
The next witness, then, we will call is Mr. Lloyd Halvorson, repre- 
senting the National Grange. 


STATEMENT OF LLOYD C. HALVORSON, ECONOMIST, THE 
NATIONAL GRANGE 





Mr. Hatvorson. Mr. Chairman, I am Lloyd Halvorson, economist 
for the National Grange, with headquarters at 744 Jackson Place, 
Washington, D. C. 
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Mr. Chairman, I am not prepared to summarize my statement. If 
I were to try, I am afraid I might make a rather rough job of it. If 
I read my statement, it will take about 15 minutes. 

Is that too much / 

I could, if necessary, try to sumarize it. 

Senator Case. You use your judgment. We want your statement 
to be effective. So, you use your judgment as to whic ‘hever w ay you 
think it will be most effective. 

Mr. Hatvorson. I will try to read it rapidly. 

Since early pioneer times, farmers have taken the lead in move- 
ments for better roads. In the early part of this century with the 
rapid advance of the motor vehicle eae especially pronounced. 
It was no accident that the Bureau of Public Roads was a part of the 
United States Department of Agriculture until recent years. 

The main reason for the earlier movements for adequate roads was 
to get us out of the mud. I remember seeing many a tourist and many 
a salesman struck in the mud on the old Yellowstone Trail which went 
through my home township. 

Most of our interstate and intercity highways today are paved, but 
in many places we have a traffic muddle nearly as frustrating and 
vexing as the old muddy roads, however, not as defeating and 
uncomfortable. 

In many farming areas we still have roads that become impassable 
at certain times of the year. In many places the roads are so wash- 
boardy you wonder if the cream will turn to butter before you get it 
totown. You either drive slowly or begin to think your car or truck 
may all of a sudden surely fly apart or bounce off the road. Many 
rural roads are dangerously narrow and have dangerous curves. 

Today there is quite a movement for adequate roads under way 
throughout all sections of the country. After World War II people 
decided they wanted to do something about the mud and the muddle. 
Furthermore, with the increased performance of motor vehicles, we 
need not only passable highways but highways that can accommodate 
speed with reasonable safety. 

Much has already been done to determine what road improvements 
to are needed across the country. Estimates of the cost range from 
fifty to one hundred billion dollars. We believe the American people 
are willing to pay the taxes needed to achieve adequate roads. One 
bit of evidence is the willingness of the people to pay the tolls on 
superhighway toll roads. At the same time most organizations that 
I know of are in principle opposed to toll roads, but highway users 
have been forced to accept this method of financing or go without the 
needed facility. 

It would be very unfortunate if through default the public is forced 
to turn more and more to the toll device which is an expensive way 
to get highways and entails unnecessary inconvenience. 

At its last annual session the National Grange favored most ade- 
quate roads and highways, but said: “The toll method is not favored 
as a general method of highway financing.” 

The most difficult problems in developing a road program are: 

How much can we afford to spend ? 

2. Where should the money come from? 
3. How should Federal aid be allocated ? 
How much Federal control should there be ? 
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From what contact I have had with highway engineers and econo- 
mists, I understand that we must greatly increase highway funds 
about the present level if we are to reach our goal of adequate roads 
in the next 10 to 15 years, and without widespread recourse to toll 
roads. Some estimates are that we must increase highway construc- 
tion funds by two or three billion dollars a year to re: ach our goal. 

As someone has said, good roads do not cost—they pay. This is 
very apparent to farmers. Poor roads waste valuable time and are 
damaging to tires and equipment. Slow, rough roads can cause con- 
siderable shr inkage and damage to livestock in transit. 

We are not only concerned with farm-to-market roads but with 
the whole highway system, oe the speed and ease of traffic 
into the terminal market. It is far more than a Federal problem and 
farm people are becoming increasingly interested in the trafic engi- 
neering in our cities. 

Transportation costs have always been an important economic con- 
cern to farmers. The transportation cost on agricultural and related 
products is between 3.5 and 4 billion dollars a year, about half of 
which is for truck transportation. This is for hired transportation 
and, in addition, farmers have a private transportation bill of a sub- 
stantial amount. Poor roads can mean costly delays, damage to 
commodity, and increased charges. 

In addition to the dollar-and-cents gain from adequate highways, 
there are also many intangible and in some cases invaluable benefits. 
An adequate and passable road is essential to prompt medical care 
at times; and adequate roads make it possible for farmers to partici- 
pate in more educational, cultural, and recreational activities of our 
society. 

In regard to where the money should come from, the National 
Grange has a long record of favoring Federal aid. 

Federal aid is necessary for a number of reasons, among them being 
the need to work out an integrated highway system from State to 
State, from east to west and north to south. 

Another reason is that some States are so sparsely populated that 
they do not have enough highway funds to build highways to accom- 
modate modern civilization. Per capita income among the States 
varies considerably, being nearly three times as high in some States 
as in others. 

The flow of commerce is a national concern because people in our 
heavily populated States are interested in getting beef from Wyoming 
and are also interested in selling them cars, shoes, clothing and so on. 

As a Nation, we are interested in knowing that all of our citizens, 
no matter what State they live in, have good enough roads to have 
access to emergency medical care, education, cultural activities and 
mail. 

I find no guide in our Grange policies as to how much of our high- 
way costs should come from the Federal Government. I have heard 
people in some of our State granges say their State would be hard 
put to raise enough State money to match the present Federal high- 
way aid. However, the Grange has adopted resolutions saying “the 
50-50 matching basis should be continued.” 

The Grange has gone along with the past level of Federal aid, but 
in our tax policies the National Grange has strongly urged curtail- 
ment of Federal expenditures. 
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In the event of a recessing or even unsettled economic conditions 
we would favor increased Federal aid for highways as a highly desir- 
able form of public works. 

Compared with the billions we spend for defense, three hundred 
or four million extra dollars for roads is a small amount but might 
help ease the transition as defense expenditures taper off. 

At our last annual session the National Grange in its tax policy 
reaffirmed its long-established opposition to the ‘levying of Federal 
automotive excise taxes as a means of securing funds for general 
revenue purposes. In addition, our transportation policy calls for 
the repeal of the automotive excise taxes. In view of the budgetary 

deficit, this policy may have to wait for fulfillment. 

It is my opinion that the delegate body of the National Grange 
would oppose a substantial increase in Federal highway funds as 
provided in S. 2982 and S. 2859 in view of the present budgetary 
deficit, unless it became economically wise to increase public works 
to firm up the economy. 

The National Grange has favored Federal aid for roads even though 
it has opposed the F ederal automotive excise taxes. We have always 
felt that because all citizens have a stake in highways from the stand- 
point of national defense, interstate flow of commerce, mail, education, 
national culture, and citizenship, Federal aid for highways should 
come from general budgetary receipts and not from highway user 
taxes, 

The benefits from Federal aid to highways are general and wide- 
spread and bear no direct rel: ationship | to automotive use. 

Furthermore, the States are hard pressed for highway funds, and 
the Federal automotive excise tax is really an infringement upon a 
tax that properly belongs to the States. 

Already gasoline and oil prices are very high and for the Federal 
Government to maintain its gasoline and oil tax is nearly to preclude 
the States from raising the highway money they need to do their 
part in achieving adequate roads. 

I am confident that our Grange delegate body would oppose that 
language in section 2 (a) of S. 2982 which links any part of the 
Federal aid funds to the Federal automotive excise taxes. 

Even if we should resign ourselves to a continuation of the Federal 
automotive excise taxes until the budget permits further tax cuts, 
linkage now would probably weld the automotive excise taxes to our 
Federal tax structure permanently. 

Some might argue that we would have to abolish or greatly curtail 
Federal aid to roads if we abolished the Federal automotive excise 
taxes; and that if this happened the States would not raise gasoline 
and oil taxes to make up for the abolition of the Federal tax. If this 
happened, we would have less money for roads than ever. 

We challenge this line of reasoning. In the first oe we believe 
there is ample justification for having the present level of Federal 


aid without a Federal automotive excise tax, as indicated above. In 
the second place, highway user groups are determined to bring about 
more adequate roads and are or ‘ganized i in most every State to see to 
it that as much money as is economically feasible is raised from State 
automotive excise taxes. For these reasons, withdrawals of the Fed- 
eral Government from the automotive excise tax field woud increase 
funds available for highway construction. 
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I should also point out how unfairly the Federal automotive excise 
taxes fall upon farmers. In 1952 the cost to farmers of operating 
motor equipment came to $2.1 billion. Many farmers use gasoline 
in their tractors and sts itionary engines, and a ‘long list of automotive 
parts and accessories used in farm equipment are subjected to the tax. 
Net farm income is down so low that this Federal automotive tax as 
it hits farmers is appalling. 

The National Grange was very active in establishing the 1944 
allocation formula which gave 45 percent of the aid to the primary 
system, 35 percent to the secondary system and 20 percent to urban 
streets and roads. Our members were disappointed when the 1948 
act reduced the rural road share to 30 percent. 

Out of the 3.3 million miles of roads, alleys, and streets in our 
Nation, 2.8 million are secondary and local roads. From this we see 
the terrific road burden that falls upon a minority of the people. 
Farmers do not ask that all these roads be eligible for Federal aid, 
but they do believe that the main connecting links between the primary 
system and the main feeder roads to the primary system should be 
eligible for Federal aid, as they are. 

There are at present about 460,000 miles of these connecting links 
and feeder roads which are designated as secondary roads in the 
Federal-aid program. However, ‘only about 100,000 miles of these 
roads have received Federal aid to date, and already 20,000 miles of 
these 100,000 have had to be further improved with Federal aid. 

From my own experience and from talking to farm people, it is 
evident that the secondary roads are so in rdequate as to be costing us 
considerable time, inconvenience and damage to equipment and 
commodity. 

We have heard complaints that the Federal specifications for sec- 
ondary roads are too high. Maybe the specifications aren’t too high, 
but it is easy to understand why farm people want to spread the money 
so thin as to at least get out of the mud and to have passable roads. 

Because of the great mileage of rural roads and the decreasing per- 
centage of people that now live in rural areas, farmers may never 
obtain secondary roads that provide safe, expeditious and economical 
travel and hauling unless they get their fair share of Federal highway 
funds and unless the Federal automotive taxes are abolished and re- 
served to the States. 

If local tax funds must be used to build as well as maintain sec- 
ondary roads, there will simply not be enough money to build and 
maintain the 2.2 million miles of local roads that we consider a State 
and local responsibility. 

There are still some roads that are impassable in certain weather, 
It is not too much to expect that Federal aid be used to help bring the 
secondary roads up to a level of adequacy as well as to build super- 
highways. This is especially so in view of the importance of roads 
to the efficient marketing of farm products, ready access to emer- 
gency, medical care, mail ‘and essential living supplies. Furthermore, 
about 4 million children ride to school daily over the secondary roads 
of our Nation. 

For these reasons, we are strongly opposed to Section 2 (a) of S. 
2982 for authorizing $200 million oie the 45-30-25 formula and 
giving it all to the interstate system. 
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If any increase in Federal aid is to be made for regular highway 
purposes, it should fall within the present formula as provided in S$. 
2859 by Senator Case. 

Our people would prefer to see Federal aid stay at the present $550 
million level in view of the present budgetary situation, unless a pro- 
gram of pub lic works is needed to bolster the economy. As soon as 
the budgetary situation permits, we would like to have the Federal 
automotive excise taxes repealed. 

Setting up a separate appropriation of $200 million for the inter- 
state system is doubly unacceptable when it is combined with linkage 
to the Federal automotive excise taxes. It nearly looks like an at- 
tempt to make collection of highway user taxes a Federal function, 
and then preempting a large part of ‘the money for only a small class 
of users. The States are best equipped to decide the proper sharing 
of highway user taxes. 

It may appear to some that the present formula of 45 percent for 
the primary system, 30 percent for the secondary system and 25 per- 
cent for the urban primary system is ver y unfair. 

Some seem to have the idea that all of the 45 percent for the pri- 
mary roads is spent in rural areas. This is not true. 

So, we see that in addition to the 25 percent for urban areas they 
get part of the 45 percent, and it may be quite substantial for all I 
know. 

The secondary and local roads are the principal roads that farmers 
use and, of course, unless they are usable the primary highways are 
of limited value. 

We recognize that we must view our highway problem as a whole. 
We want to see adequate highways in urban as well as rural areas 
After all, farm products must move to the cities and farmers also 
go on interstate trips. 

In view of the fact that the 45 percent for primary roads can be 
used in the cities as well as between the cities, we should think that 
setting aside of 30 percent for secondary connecting and feeder links 
is quite a sound formula to apply to all Federal highway aid. 

We must all recognize that the traffic muddle in our cities is not en- 
tirely a street or highway problem. It is often a public transit prob- 
lem and it would be foolish and costly to try to solve it by building 
superfreeways and expressways. After all, we don’t have enough 
parking facilities now, and they are costly now. 

When superfree ways and expressways are built in cities there 
should be ample provisions for public transit facilities. The average 
number of passengers per car in the rush hours is about 1.3, I am 
told. A modern bus or streetcar can carry 50 to 60 people and com- 
muter trains many more. 

If we can get our public transit systems straightened out to provide 
good, expeditious service, many people would prefer local public 
transit and it would cost less. The transit companies and the public 
would gain and our city traffic muddle would be considerably eased. 

We must remember our main problem is transportation and not 
simply motor vehicles. 

We believe a full recognition of this should largely stop the clamor 
for more and more Federal aid for the urban areas, and the idea of 
using public funds for parking facilities. 
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In the second paragraph in the appendix giving the Grange high- 
way policy our delegate body gave recognition to the problem of the 
cities, 

As to Sym amount of Federal control over the use of Federal-aid 
funds, it is, of course, essential that there be enough Federal control 
to insure an integrated national highway system. 

Three years ago the National Grange adopted a statement as 
follows: 

Therefore, in the interest of uniformity, road standards recommended by the 
American Association of State Highway Officiais should be considered minimum 
for receiving Federal aid for roadbuilding below which no State should go, but 
above which they might go if they so desired. Standards of road construction 
especially on the 40,000-mile interstate highway system and the remaining 
Federal primary and secondary system should be high enough to handle trucks 
designed and loaded in conformity with AASHO recommendations. Until 
present road studies on sizes and weights are completed, we recommend that 
no changes be made in size and weight laws for heavy trucks beyond the recom- 
mendations of AASHO in the interest of protecting our highways from undue 
deterioration from excessive axle loadings. 

There has been no Grange declaration on the matter of road stand- 
ards since 1951, but I am confident that our people today feel that as 
far as the secondary road system is concerned it is desirable to give 
the States full say-so to what standards of construction should be 
maintained. 

We have heard complaints from some States that the present Fed- 
eral requirements for secondary roads are so severe that there would 
never be enough money to get the farmers out of the mud. 

We endorse the idea of giving the States 25 percent flexibility in the 
use of the funds authorized for the (1) primary, (2) secondary, and 
(3) urban road system. It is quite true that the sufficiency rating of 
the various types of roads may be so unequal in a State as to justify 
channelling more money into one category of roads than the strict 
15-30-25 division would allow. 

The Grange has generally favored adequate roads in public forests 
and public parks. After all, many people travel many miles to get 
to them for their vacation and it would be irony to find the roads in: ade- 
quate for full enjoyment of our scenic resources. 

Forest roads usually pay for themselves and enable small sawmill 
operators to compete for the saw timber. 

We are in no position to judge the amount. 

We have no position on the Inter-America Highway. 

I would like to read the following statement which gives the high- 
way policies adopted by the National Grange last November 


HIGHWAY PLANNING 


The National, State, Pomona, and subordinate granges should work closely 
with all movements having for their purpose the improvement of highways in 
their jurisdiction. As far as possible they should seek to guide the direction 
which these movements take and thus assure favorable consideration of farm- 
to-market or rural roads so necessary in getting the products of the farm to the 
consumer with the least possible delay or deterioration. 

In planning future highway developments, care should ever be exercised that 
in attempting to relieve one bottleneck we do not create a worse situation. A 
typical case is the construction of boulevards of throughways to expedite traffic 
into our large cities. These improved highways bring more and more ears into 
the heart of the city only to find no available parking thus intensifying the 
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traffic problem. Suburban parking lots with rapid transit facilities into the 
business section, night loading or unloading of trucks, underground parking 
areas, and the building of shopping centers outside the city limits are being 
tried. They but emphasize the danger of short-sighted, hastily promoted plans 
which instead of relieving a critical situation intensify it. 


HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION AND FINANCING 


In new construction or rebuilding of heavily traveled highways, we recommend 
the construction of a special truck lane on ascending grades, not only as a 
measure to expedite traffic, but as a major safety precaution. 

It is a recognized fact that in order to handle the heavier commercially 
operated trucks and trailers, more expensive construction and maintenance must 
be provided. To meet these increased costs some form of a highway use tax 
should be devised to assure that these heavier vehicles pay a just and equitable 
share of the heavier construction and maintenance which they necessitate. 

In order to protect the highways and bridges we now have until stronger roads, 
more adequate to meet the demands of heavier traffic and increased weight limits 
are constructed, State laws regulating size, weights, and speeds should be strictly 
enforced. Since a small minority of truckowners overload because they find it 
more profitable to break the law and pay fines, we believe a system of fines graded 
according to the amount of overload and number of repeated offenses should be 
adopted. Suspension or revocation of license should be the penalty for flagrant 
and continued disregard of the law. 

All State-imposed highway user taxes should be devoted to highway construc- 
tion and maintenance purposes. We oppose any diversion of highway taxes for 
nonhighway uses. 

Highway-user taxes should be levied by States only. The present Federal 
gasoline tax should be relinquished to the States and devoted strictly to highway 
construction and maintenance. 

The toll method of financing roads is not favored as a general method of 
highway financing. 

That concludes my testimony, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Halvorson, that is a very fine statement. 

I was particularly struck by the emphasis you placed upon the 
prmeree allocation for a large amount for the interstate system and 
inking it with the gasoline tax. 

Do most of the States allow refunds of State gasoline taxes where 
the gasoline tax is used for nonhighway purposes? 

Mr. Hatvorson. Yes; I am certain that is true. I know it is true 
in the States I am intimately familiar with. 

Senator Case. But there is no refund of the Federal gas tax when 
the tax is applied to gasoline used in the farmer’s tractor or for other 
nonhighway purposes ? 

Mr. Hatvorson. That is entirely true, and that is one reason why 
we would object to taking this Federal-aid money for linking the 
taxes to the interstate system. 

Senator Casr. Yes. That is, you are objecting to imposing a 2-cent 
Federal gas tax on all gasoline users and making no refund to the 
nonhighway users and having the proceeds of that tax dedicated to 
the interstate system ? 

Mr. Hatvorson. That is exactly right. 

Senator Casr. Are there any questions? 

Senator Gore. No questions. 

Senator Cask. Questions? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Halvorson. 

Mr. Hatvorson. Thank you for the privilege of being here. 

Senator Case. Senator Kefauver is with us this morning and, like 
most Senators, he has other committee assignments. We are pleased 
to have him here. I think he has a brief statement and, if he wishes 
to speak at this time, we would be glad to hear from him. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. ESTES KEFAUVER, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF TENNESSEE 


Senator Keravver. Mr. Chairman and my colleagues of the com- 
mittee, my statement will take just about 3 minutes, and I do appre- 
ciate the opportunity of giving it now, if I may. 

I hate to interrupt your program, but I did have another committee 
meeting. 

I am glad, Mr. Chairman, to come here before this committee today 
and join hands with such worth-while organizations as the American 
Public Power Association, the National Association of Railroad and 
Public Utility Commissioners, represented by a distinguished lawyer 
from the State of my colleague, Senator Gore, and myself, Mr. 
Yokley, the Tennessee Valley Public Power Association, and Judge 
Blackard is here, an able lawyer of Tennessee, to present the view- 
point of this association, and the Tennessee Independent Telephone 
Companies Association, which will be spoken for heré by the lieu- 
tenant governor of the State of Tennessee, Mr. Jared Maddux. I am 
happy to be here joining them in asking support for the very fair 
and worth-while legislation now under consideration granting relief 
to utilities, both public and private, in connection with the building 
of Federal-aid highways, a relief that is already being granted to the 
railroad utilities. 

I know there are several bills pending, and I do not want to go 
into the details of the various bills. 

The present law provides, as I understand it, for a reimbursement 
to railroads for their expense incident to highway-railway crossing 
elimination projects. 

Why should not the nonrailway utilities be accorded similar treat- 
ment ¢ 

The cost to utilities for relocation of their facilities to accommodate 
Federal-aid projects has become a very serious problem to all of the 
affected utilities, particularly the small utilities with small invest- 
ments and limited revenues. 

These relocation costs must, of course, be borne by the users of the 
utility service in the long-run. 

Federal-aid highways, such as the primary and interstate systems 
are different from the ordinary local and State roads. They are 
constructed with national interest in mind on greatly widened rights- 
of-ways and often involving divided lanes, clover leaves, and so forth. 

Roads of this character require much more extensive utility reloca- 
tions than is the case on State and local roads. 

It is only fair to consider relocation cost incident to primary or 
interstate road construction as a part of the construction cost of 
highways, so that thus the expense will be paid from Federal-aid 
highway funds and will not be passed along in the form of rates 
to the users of the utility services. 

The NARUC, composed of State and regulatory commissions, I 
understand, is on record as favoring an amendment to the present 
law to relieve the utility users of this unfair burden. 

Under the leadership of the NARUC, a study of the costs of relocat- 
ing utility facilities on Federal-aid highways has been made, and I 
have ccnhdente | in the fairness of this study. It shows that these 
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relocation costs amount to only 4.81 percent of the total Federal aid 
found on the Federal-aid highw: LVS. 

I am fi mili ar with several typical cases in the State of Tennessee, 
where real hardship has been worked 0 on loeal utility companies. In 
Chattanooga, for instance, the electric power board was faced with 
an estimated expenditure of about $175,000 to remove its poles and 
relocate its street lighting standards during the widening of about 
6 miles of streets through Chattanooga on a Federal-aid project. 

Another case is that of the plight of the First Suburban Water 
District of Davidson County, Tenn. This is a small water utility 
district serving 5,100 meter customers in the southern portion of this 
county. It is a nonprofit utility, with status of a municipal corpora- 
tion. The water lines of this small utility were authorized to be 
placed on a portion of the Federal Highway 31—A and 41-A, a part 
of the primary road system, by express legislative grants of the State 
legislature. The demand has been made that these facilities be re- 
moved at the sole expense of this ut ility district. The costs of removal 
would be about $93,000. The total investment of the utility and its 
property is only about $700,000. 

The relocation cost would be about 1214 percent of the total invest- 
ment. The water subscribers of this utility district have paid their 
fair share of Federal and State taxes to support the road programs of 
both. If required to readjust their water facilities to accommodate 
this pending project, an increase in rates appears to be inevitable. 
Thus, these consumers become doubly taxed. 

I could give examples that have come to my attention in connection 
with small, independent telephone companies and other projects in 
our State. 

So, I implore, Mr. Chairman, that you consider this legislation 
favorably and grant some relief to these utilities, not just to the rail- 
roads, in the line of several of the bills that are pending here. 

[ thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for this opportunity. 

Senator Case. Thank you very much, Senator Kefauver. 

Are there any questions? 

Senator Gore. Mr. Chairman, my colleague has referred to three 
distinguished Tennesseans who are to testify before the committee. 
I would like to say to him that it will be my pleasure to introduce 
them, though I should point out to him that there is a cloud of doubt 
cast upon one of them recently, coming from the Volunteer State as he 
does. According to a newspaper report in Tennessee, he was present 
in the gallery of the House the other day when that tragic event 
occurred and, according to the press, he ducked. 

I wonder if the Senator would comment on that. 

Senator Kerauver. Mr. Chairman, I was down in Tennessee on 
that day, and I didn’t know which one of these distinguished three 
gentlemen from Tennessee was in the gallery and ducked, but I am 
sure whichever one it was that ducked, he had a lot of company in 
following that procedure. 

Senator Gore. I shall disclose his identity when he appears before 
the committee. 

Senator Case. Are there other questions ? 

If not, we thank you very much, Senator Kefauver, for your state- 
ment. 

Senator Keravver. Thank you. 
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Senator Casr. And assure you that matter will be given careful 
deliberation by the committee when we reach that phase of the bill. 

The next witness we will call on is Mr. Francis V. Du Pont, Commis- 
sioner of the Public Roads, Department of Commerce. 


STATEMENT OF FRANCIS V. DU PONT, COMMISSIONER, BUREAU 
OF PUBLIC ROADS, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, ACCOMPANIED 
BY C. D. CURTISS, DEPUTY COMMISSIONER IN CHARGE OF 
FINANCE AND BUSINESS MANAGEMENT, BUREAU OF PUBLIC 
ROADS, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Commissioner Du Pont. Chairman Case, Senators. 

Senator Case. Mr. Du Pont, I think this is your first appearance 
before this Public Roads Subcommittee since you have been Commis- 
sioner of Public Roads. I want to welcome you and assure you that 
your counsel is going to be greatly valued and whatever you have to 
say will be very carefully considered. 

Commissioner Du Pont. Thank you, sir. 

I have no prepared statement. Mr. Murray, the Under Secretary 
of Commerce, of which the Bureau of Public Roads is one of the divi- 
sions, has made a statement as to the policy, and so forth, and my 
responsibility is primarily to answer any questions the Senators may 
have, and L assure you that any possible aid that I or my aides can sup- 
ply will be forthcoming. 

Senator Case. Do you have figures with you, Mr. Du Pont, of the 
actual commitments on the highway funds under the present law for 
the last year and the current year ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Our estimate for the current year, as I re- 
call, is about. 500-——— 

Senator Casr. Don’t you want to be seated ? 

Commissioner Du Ponr. Thank you. 

We can furnish those figures. 

Mr. Curtiss is here. If you wish, I will ask him to give you that 
information. 

Senator Case. Mr. Curtiss, do you have the figures which would 
show the actual commitments under the several road funds for the 
current biennium ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. I don’t have the exact figures, but they are approxi- 
mating the amount of the authorization now, somewhat less than that, 
but the total for the past year is in the neighborhood of 550 millions. 

Senator Case. Of course, those are allocated to States, and as the 
State projects are proposed the Congress makes the appropriations 
to carry out the contractual commitments; but what about the funds 
where the Bureau either makes the contracts or has appropriations 
rather than contractual authority, for instance, first with respect to 
forest highway funds? 

There was testimony the other day that there was about $27 million 
of uncommitted authorization and there would be about $49 million 
with the allocation for 1955; is that correct? 

Mr. Curtiss. At the present moment it is $53 million of authoriza- 
tion that has been apportioned but has not yet been appropriated. 

There is an estimate of $10 million before the House of Representa- 
tives now that will reduce the figure to $43 million. 
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Senator Case. That is in the forest highway fund? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. The testimony the other day indicated in reference 
to the old law, supporting the idea, that you have contractural author- 
ity with respect to that, that is, you can make commitments that con- 
stitute a contract so that Congress would later be obligated to make 
the appropriations. 

Mr. Curtiss. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Section 2 of the act of June 16, 1936, first provided permissive con- 
tract authority in connection with an authorization for forest high- 
ways. This legislation was for the fiscal years 1938 and 1939. At 
that time the appropriations for both forest highways and forest 
development roads and trails was made to the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

In the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1948 the authorization for for- 
est highways was made available directly to the Bureau of Public 
Roads, which was then a part of the Federal Works Agency. The 
permissive contract authority was continued in this act. 

This permissive contract authority is in contrast to the mandatory 
contract authority which applies to Federal-aid funds. 

It has been the practice of the Bureau of Public Roads, in accord- 
ance with an understanding with Bureau of the Budget, and the Ap- 
propriations Committees of the Congress, to control the letting of 
contracts under this permissive authority in such a way that pay- 
ments will not be due, come due, in any fiscal year in excess of the 
appropriations that have been made for that fiscal year. 

Now, this practice lets us proceed with contracts in excess of the 
appropriations, but not to the full extent of the authorization. 

At the present time we have contracts that have actually been let or 
authorized for letting and are proceeding to contracts now, about 
$7.7 million, in excess of the previous appropriations, but those con- 
tracts will not require cash in excess of previous appropriations before 
June 30 of this year. 

Senator Casr. The appropriation for fiscal 1954 was +15 million? 

Mr. Curtiss. Fifteen million. 

Senator Casz. And you had an authorization, however, of $22.5 
million ? 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right. 

Senator Case. And you are contracting up to the $22.5 million? 

Mr. Curtiss. No, sir; we are contracting so we will not exceed that 
$15 million during the fiscal year. 

Senator Case. But I thought you said you had contracts that would 
exceed the appropriations by about $7.5 million ? 

Mr. Curtiss That is right. 

Senator Case. But they wouldn’t become due in this fiscal year? 

Mr. Curtiss. No, sir. 

Senator Case. When will that additional seven and a half million 
become due? 

Mr. Corriss. In the fiscal year 1955. 

Senator Case. What is the budget request for cash appropriations 
for that fund for fiscal 1955 ? 

Mr. Curtiss. $10 million. 

Senator Case. $10 million ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Casz. In other words, you could let $2%4 million worth 
of additional highway contracts for maturity in that fiscal year, and 
only that, if you stayed within the prospective budget request ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Well, there are other requirements. There is that 
much unobligated, but we have commitments to maintain forest high- 
ways that have been built. We maintain them for two years after 
completion of construction. 

Then we have survey crews at work, and a certain amount for ad- 
ministration, which in total will take about $2 million. 

So, actually there is only about $300,000 that is not committed. 

Senator Casr. So, that would indicate that under this table which 
was supplied in the testimony of the forest people the other day that 
where you had $22.5 million in 1950 for forest highways and $22.5 
million again in 1951, you started going down in 1952 to 21 million, 
18 million in 1953, 15 million in 1954 and a prospective $10 million 
in 1955? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. The testimony before the committee, by Mr. Cliff 
and by others, was strongly to the effect that the failure to build roads 
to open up timber reserves was costing the Government, I think, in one 
year, 1950 or 1951, $20 million because of timber that couldn’t be 
reached. 

I recognize a great deal of that is reached by the forest development 
roads and trails, but still I assume the highways also opened up the 
main arteries to this timber. 

Mr. Curtiss. That is correct. 

I would like to add to my previous statement that it will be possible 
in the spring of 1955 to let additional contracts to be paid from funds 
included in the 1956 fiscal year appropriation. 

Senator Casr. That would be to let contracts that would mature 
or start maturing 2 years from the Ist of next July ? 

Mr. Curtiss. One year. 

Senator Casr. That is right. That would be the fiscal year of 1956, 
starting July 1, 1955. ‘ 

Mr. Curtiss. Starting July 1, 1955; that’s right. 

Senator Case. In the bill which has been described as an adminis- 
tration bill you have a proviso that would repeal all outstanding 
authorizations for the forest highway fund that have not been obh- 
gated or would not be obligated by July 1, 1955. 

Commissioner Du Pont. That’s correct. 

Senator Case. Why do you propose that ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Well, there is already authority for about 
$53 million that has been authorized but not appropriated, and it 
seemed pointless to build that up each year and not spend it. 

Mr. Curtiss. The original McGregor bill has been amended in that 
respect, I understand, to provide, instead of canceling all unobligated 
balances on July 1, 1955, or June 30, canceling outright all of the 1955 
authorizations. 

Now, there is a precedent for that. The 1948 act canceled the 1948 
fiscal year authorizations for forest highways. At that time appro- 
priations were lagging behind authorizations by about $45 million. 
At this time they are lagging, if you take into account the 10 million 
in the budget for fiscal year 1955, about $43 million. 
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Now, if this language is carried in the final enactment, it would 
cancel unobligated balances. It would result in a very unequal treat- 
ment to various States because it is impossible to let contracts that keep 
the obligations in direct proportion to the allocation of funds to the 
States. 

Senator Case. How far back in years do you go to establish this 
$53 million unappropriated authorizations ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. It takes 2214 million of the 1955 fund, 221% million of 
the 1954, the current fiscal year funds, and about $8,400,000 of the 
fiscal 1953 funds. 

Senator Casr. I am looking at the table which was presented to us 
the other day, and it would look as if there had been a continuous lag 
ae for a period of at least 10 years. The table only went back 10 
yeal That is, that there was a lag during the pe riod of 10 years, 
and you had this problem of carrying over a little unap propriated 
authorization for 2, 3, 4 or 5 years, depending upon what the 
ap propr lation was. 

When you go over to the forest development roads and trails, how- 
ever, you don’t have that situation. You have an authorization and 
you appropriate against that Sere on a current annual basis. 

Wouldn't it be much simpler, if you want to get a fresh start, to 
repeal that contract provision in a 1948 act and put the whole thing 
on a current authorization basis and then appropriate against an 
individual year’s authorization, without any carryover ? 

Commissioner Du Ponr. Either that or extend that mandatory con- 
tractual authority. 

Senator Case. It seems to me it is confusing. You have to go back 
for a period of years here, and in some year you might be appropri- 
ating on an authorization 3 or 4 years old. 

Commissioner Du Pont. I am in favor of wiping out the accumula- 
tion, but I don’t see why it isn’t practical to have the language to direct, 
specific and make it mandatory, the same as in the Federal-aid highway 
system. 

Senator Case. I am inclined to agree with you. I think we get a 
misleading picture here when you talk about an authorization for $22.5 
million for this next year. That is the proposal supposedly in the 
administration bill, and yet you are talking about an appropriation for 
$10 million. 

Commissioner Du Pont. That is correct. 

Senator Case. And you say all except about $3 million is already 
obligated ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. In effect, the Appropriations Committees 
or the Congress in their budget determine our program. They do not 
determine the other programs. 

Senator Casr. That is right. 

Commissioner Du Ponr. The Appropriations Committees of the 
House and Senate. 

Senator Casr. And if it weren’t for a little economy between the 
Bureau of the Budget and your office you could get in quite a snarl? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Definite ly; and it certainly would clarify 
it if we had the same contractual authority. We then would carry 
out the specific direction of the Congress. We must conform to the 

budgets as prepared by and approved by the House Appropriations 
Committee and Senate Appropriations Committee. 
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Senator Casr. If we were to adopt the proc edure as Mr. Curtiss 

suggested is indicated in the House committee action and wipe out 
all. authorizations for forest highways, you are going to be explaining 

in every State where there are national forests why the paragr aph 
of authorization for forest highw: ays is completely eliminated in this 
bill or in their bill. 

Mr. Curtiss. The House bill only eliminates 1 year, and that would 
still leave almost $21 million. 

Senator Case. That would put everyone who is explaining the high 
way proposal on the defensive, and you would have to go back through 
al] this rather confusing rigm: arole of authorizations and appropria- 
tions and say, “Well, here is going to be some money coming, but it 
is against the authorizations 2 or 3 years ago, and it is only $10 
million, and that has all been spent except $300,000.” 

Do you grant that would be a little confusing to the lay mind? 

Commissioner Du Pon. I grant you that, and I can’t see why there 
should be any differentiation between the two, fr: inkly. 

Senator Case. What is the budget request against the authorization 
on forest development roads and trails, the $22.5 million? 

Commissioner Du Ponr. $16.5 million. 

Senator Case. $16.5 million. 

Commissioner Du Pont. And $10 million on the forest roads, forest 
highways. 

Senator Case. Mr. Commissioner, all of the bills that have been 
proposed in either the House or the Senate have attempted to do 
something with this interstate problem in this coming biennium. 
What is your feeling with respect to the need for emphasis on the 
interstate system ¢ 

Commissioner Du Pont. I think the best evaluation of the dilictetiey 
has been prepared by the various State highway officials from the 48 
States, and they have reevaluated as of November 1, 1953, deficiencies 
in their respective areas. 

That information has been submitted by Mr. Johnson of the As- 
sociation of Highway Officials. 

Senator Cask. Yes. We had a very interesting statement on that 
the other day. 

In the bill 2859 we incorporated a proposal to permit expenditures 
on the interstate system on a 60-40 matching basis. There was a time 
when the interstate system was getting under way when that was 
matched on a 75-25 basis. 

I understand that the House has put in a 60-40 provision. 

Commissioner Du Pont. I believe that is correct, on the amended 
bill. 

Senator Casr. Yes. 

How do you feel about that 60-40? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Well, it obviously is done as an induce- 
ment. It iscontrary to the policy of the administration, which is defi- 
nitely in favor of a 50-50 split on all of the Federal funds. 

It is not my prerogative to question their philosophy. 

It is self-evident, in my judgment, that any inducement that one 
offers, whatever it be—a hundred percent would be a greater in- 
ducement; 75 is less; 60 is less. One cannot deny the fact that it 
would stimulate the States to spend their money. 

I can’t conceive of them giving up that percentage. 
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It might, of course, detract from the expansion or improvement of 
the other system, because in the aggregate the total amount of money 
would be less spent by a given State. In other words, they might take 
advantage of the 60-40 and that, of course, would make a less total 
than would be the case on the 50-50, or it could make a less total. 

Senator Busn. You would have the same appropriation, but there 
would be less money spent ¢ 

Commissioner Du Pont. Yes; that is right. 

Senator Casr. Are you recommending a limitation on the time 
which the interstate money can be allocated ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. I am not making any recommendations, 

Senator Busu. On that point, Mr. Chairman—that is a very good 
point the Commissioner makes. If you don’t increase the appropria- 
tion and you take a 60-40 split, you will probably have less money for 
roads. 

Commissioner Du Pont. That is actual money that may be spent. 

Senator Casz. Of course, the way that 75-25 worked and the way 
the 60-40 worked would be to attract priorities in building. 

The matter came rather graphically to my attention when the 75-25 
principle was in vogue because in my own State at that time there was 
a segment of the interstate system on which some of that money was 
applied that drew a lot of criticism of the State highway commission 
and the Governor. 

There was a black-top road between two cities. While it was not 
the best black-top, yet there was still a lot of the State that was in the 
mud and didn’t even have gravel roads. 

The State highway commission proposed to put concrete down, to 
rip up this black-top and put in concrete, because concrete between 
those particular points was a standard desired for the interstate 
system. 

The people from that particular section couldn’t understand why 
they should rip up black-top and put in concrete. 

The reply of the Governor and the State highway commission was, 
“Well, because we can get this for a 25-percent matching instead of 
a 50-percent matching, and the traffic is very heavy and the authori- 
ties want that segment of the road developed.” 

So, their defense was, “If we put our 25 cents in here, we earn 75 
cents on this particular stretch ; if we put it out on the prairie or some- 
where else, it is a 50-50 proposition.” 

So, it attracted the State’s priority and the State’s funds to the 
building of that segment. 

That is the way it works out, and the 60-40 idea is an inheritance 
from that, I think, both from me and apparently with the House 
committee. 

So, the thought was: If you want the money spent, if you want a 
State to put its priorities and to use its matching funds first on the 
interstate system, it takes an inducement to do it because frequently 
the interstate system is a through route of some sort and doesn’t reach 
the back country in the average State. 

Commissioner Du Powr. It might be considered an offset to the 
rural pressure in order to spend the money on the main system because 
of this added inducement, the amount of dollars you can get; but I 
did want to point out the total amount of money spent might be less. 
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Senator Case. Yes; I think that is true. If you require the States 
to put up 50 cents instead of 40 cents, obviously there is a 10-cent loss, 
to that extent. 

Commissioner Du Pont. Yes. 

Senator Case. However, the reason I put that provision in, in 
connection with the primary system, the 60-40 provision in the bill 
that I prepared, was that I thought it would encourage States to use 
their primary money on segments of the interstate system. 

Commissioner Du Pont. I don’t think anybody can effectively re- 
fute that philosophy. 

Senator Case. What about the provisos in the bill or the proposals 
in the several bills to use some of your administrative funds for 
safety studies, for studies of toll roads and possibly for studies of 
this utility problem ¢ 

Would that cause any problem as far as the Bureau is concerned ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. No, we have sufficient funds, and, of course, 
with this added total, we will have ample funds; and, of course, we 
are subject to the direction of Congress for making any studies you 
deem desirable. 

Senator Casz. Do you think it is desirable to have a study of the 
problem of highway financing, including that of toll roads? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Such a study was made in 1939, as I recall 
it. I think we could bring that study up to date. 

A study, not comprehensive, a brief study, was made in the Under 
Secretary’s office quite recently, not as comprehensive as our 1939 
study. 

It would seem to me desirable to constantly bring that up to date, 
to evaluate the feasibility of toll roads being, let’s say, supplementary 
to our interstate system. 

Senator Case. What is the mileage of toll roads in the country at 
the present time? 

Commissioner Du Pont. I believe it is around 2,200 in operation. 

Senator Case. Twenty-two hundred ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Twenty-two hundred, I believe. 

Senator Case. On the basis of studies previously made, how many 
more miles of toll roads could be feasibly built ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. It varies, depending on who makes the 
study. 

Senator Casz. What is that? 

Commissioner Du Pont. It varies depending on who makes the 
study. 

Senator Case. You might suggest a little of the variation. 

Commissioner Du Pont. Well, the most recent report I have seen 
was the one prepared by one of the editors of Engineering News 
Record and, as I recall his figures—I would like to refer to the 
article—it was about 8,000 miles deemed feasible, as of this year. 

Senator Busu. That is pretty near four times what we have got, 
do I understand ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Well, that includes those in operation. 
I quoted those that are now in operation. 

Senator Bus. Which was twent: 

Commissioner Du Pont. Around 2,200 miles. 

Senator Busu. Twenty-two hundred now? 
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Commissioner Du Ponr.. Yes. 

Now, there are new ones being added. For example, that did not 
include the New Jersey Parkway, which is another 125 miles. It 
doesn’t include the extension in Ohio. It doesn’t include the one in 
Indiana, ora couple of those under contracts. 

Senator Busu. But this was what would be feasible. 

Commissioner Du Pont. That’s right. 

Senator BusH. Approximately 8,000 miles ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Between 8,000 and 10,000 miles as of today. 

Senator Busu. May I question him a little further ¢ 

Do you have any opinion on that matter yourself that you care to 
give the committee 4 

Commissioner Du Pont. You mean as to—— 

Senator Busu. As to whether his estimate is a reasonable estimate. 

Commissioner Du Ponr. I can only say it is materially less than 
some other est imates ] have seen. 

I am not competent to state what might be the ultimate as of 5 
years from now. 

" Senator Busu. It seems to vou to be a conservative estimate, then? 

Commissioner Du Pont. I would think 7,500, 8,000, 10,000 would 
be within the realm of reason as of this time. 

Senator Busu. May I continue just a moment, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Case. Surely. 

Senator Busu. It does reflect the possibility of the very consider- 
able increase in the toll-road business in our country, doesn’t it? 

Commissioner Du Ponvr. No, sir: I don’t think so. I think that 
will be largely dependent on the acceleration of your other free roads. 

Senator Busn. I don’t quite understand that. 

Commissioner Du Pont. Well, if you build adequate free roads 
there won't be any toll roads. 

Senator Busn. Obviously there aren't going to be 

Commissioner Du Ponr. The best illustration is in California, 
where there aren’t any toll roads or projects, and you can go from 
Mexico to Canada, or will be able to do so in a couple of years, on 
a four-lane, limited access without any toll roads. 

Senator Busu. Of course, they sell an awful lot of gas out there. 

Commissioner Du Pont. You couldn't sell a toll-road bond out 
there. 

Senator Busn. Of course, they have a tremendous take in tax, as I 
recall it, in California. 

Commissioner Du Pont’. They have two advantages, Senator Bush. 
They haven't got the density of population, and the +y started earlier, 
where in the East you had your old systems which were improved, but 
never built from the outset, like, say, some of the towns in Connecti- 
cut, as compared to the western towns. 

I think that has a great deal to do with it, and it has been only 
in the last few years their population has come up. 

Senator Busu. Is it your general feeling these States should be 
given encouragement to go ahead with toll-road development where 
it seems to be a pressing need within the State / 

Would you care to express an opinion about that? 

Commissioner Du Ponr. I think it would have to vary so much 
with the several States. 

I think it is unfortunate in a lot of States to let them think the 
toll road is a solution of this problem. They are, in my judgment, 
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only a solution to a specific problem in a given area, where there 
is density of population and the traffic is such you can afford that 
type of fac ility. 

Senator Busu. Under those conditions, do you favor them going 
ahead with it ¢ 

Don’t you think by the toll-road device it will accelerate the meet- 
ing of those problems where the need is pressing? 

Commissioner Du Pont. I find they are desired facilities, but I 
have this pressing objection to the majority of them: I feel in all 
cases they should be under the jurisdiction of the State highway 
department so they can be integrated with—take, for example, the 
Indiana Turnpike; now it is coming in and dumping traflic right 
into the city of Chicago. There hasn’t been any coordination of the 
State highway departments. It is a private facility. They dump 
traffic here and it is up to the State or city to take care of it. 

Senator Busn. Oh, I certainly agree with that. 

Senator Case. You don’t have that problem going from one State 
to the other on the Federal-aid system, as I understand it? 

Commissioner Du Pont. No. You see, that comes under the Fed- 
eral Bureau, and we coordinate and work it out together. 

Senator Case. Was Ohio ready to receive the Pennsylvania Turn- 
pike at the point which it entered Ohio? 

Commissioner Du Pont. I think Senator Burke could probably 
answer that. 

Senator Burke. The answer is definitely “No.” 

Commissioner Du Pont. Thank you. 

Senator Burke. Don’t you agree? 

Commissioner Du Ponv., Definitely, and I don’t believe the State 
of Ohio or the Federal Government would have put that road where 
it is. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, I didn’t mean to interrupt your 
questioning. I do have one or two more questions on a different line. 
So, I would be glad to yield back to you. 

Senator Casz. The Chair merely wanted to pursue one other phase 
of the bill, or one other problem of the bill, and that is with respect 
to this proposal to give the States more authority in the secondary 
system. 

Mr. Du Pont, in the bill S. 2982, Mr. Murray, the Under Secretary 
for Transportation, Department of Commerce, suggested a couple of 
amendments the other day, so that the proviso would read : 

Provided further, That in the case of those sums apportioned to any State 
for projects on a Federal-aid secondary highway system, the Secretary of 
Commerce may discharge his responsibility relative to the plans, design, in- 
spection and construction of such secondary road projects upon his receipt and 
approval of a certified statement by the State highway department setting forth 
that the plans, design and construction for such projects are in accord with the 
approved standards and procedures of the respective States applicable to projects 
in this category approved by him. 

Under that language, what change would that mean from the 
present method of approving secondary-aid projects ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Well, at the present time the adminis- 
tration of the secondary funds, and the primary funds—the procedure 
is exactly the same in all cases, that is, the initiation of the program, 
the approval, the concurrence in contracts, the inspection during 
construction, and so on. 
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As I see it, this would relieve the Secretary of the duty—with all 
due respect to the Secretary’s office, the word “Secretary” and “Com- 
missioner” are frequently interchanged, and I can’t recall which it is; 
in this case the Secretary—of that responsibility. 

It seems to me self-evident that in the paying out of the amounts 
of moneys a procedure would have to be set up in those States that 
elect to take advantage of this permissive action and that the 
Secretary concur. 

Senator Case. It doesn’t seem to be the election rests with the 
States. 

Commissioner Du Pont. Well, it is permissive. 

Senator Case. It is permissive with the Secretary of Commerce. 

Commissioner Du Pont. He doesn’t have to do it. 

Senator Casr. He doesn’t have to do it, but the language in the bill 
introduced says “the Secretary of Commerce shall be deemed to have 
discharged his responsibility,” if he does. 

The Secret: iry has suggested that be changed to “the Secretary of 
Commerce may discharge his responsibility, > which would seem to 
leave the choice with the Secretary rather than with the States. 

Commissioner Du Pont. My point is presumably he would do it 
with some States and not with others, if it is permissive. 

Senator Case. Then I want to ask with respect to the last part of 
that proviso your construction of the last part, where it says “stand- 

ards and procedures of the respective States applicable to projects in 
this cs ategory approved by him.” 

That would still have the Secret: ary of Commerce or Commissioner 
determining the standards applicable to the respective States; is that 
correct ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. From an administrative point of view, I 
would assume the State would submit the standards and state these are 
the standards for the State of Florida, for example. They may not 
be the same as the standards for the State of Connecticut, but they 
would be approved, or could be. 

Senator Casr. Does that mean, then, a single standard would be 
established by the State? 

Commissioner Du Pont. That is right. 

Senator Case. For our secondary roads? 

Commissioner Du Pont. That is our understanding. 

Senator Casr. So that within a State all sec ondary road projects 
would meet a single standard ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Within that State. 

Senator Case. Within that State. 

Commissioner Du Pont. But that might not be the same for all 48 
States. 

Senator Case. I was just thinking in terms of my State. There 
could be profitably, I think, a considerable variation in the type of 
secondary roads desired. We have some ranch country; we have some 
irrigated country and we have some highly intensified farm country, 
and the traffic requirements have a great variation between the ranch 
country, where you have many sections in a single ranch, and those 
down in the counties that are in the commercial corn area. 

Commissioner Du Ponr. It certainly isn’t comparable to Senator 
Martin’s State or Senator Bush’s State. 

Senator Casr. That seems to me part of the big problem in the first 
place, as of now, trying to have more or less a national pattern of 
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secondary roads; and then if you went to this other device of having 
a single standard for an entire State, then you defeat the purpose of 
making it possible for the State highway commission to adapt the 
requirements of projects within a State according to the traffic needs. 

Deniialbnss Du Pont. It seems to me the intent of this is to give 
the States, the 48 States, the responsibility for determining, to a large 
extent, the quality of the construction of the secondary system. 

Senator Casr. But it leaves it still permissive with the Secretary as 
to whether or not he shall give that to any particular State and as to 
the standards he shall approve for that State. 

Commissioner Du Pont. He does have to approve the standards; 
that is correct. 

Senator Case. Then I would like to call your attention to the lan- 

guage proposed in S. 2859 and ask for your comment on that. That 
appears at the bottom of page 2 and at the top of page 3: 
Provided, That notwithstanding any provisions of section 6 of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act or of Section 13 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act, the Federal 
share payable on account of any project or projects on the Federal-aid secondary 
highway system shall be paid to the authorized State official directly upon cer- 
tification by the State highway department that such project or projects have 
been constructed or reconstructed with the approval of said State highway 
department. 

Now, the intent of that language was to require that the secondary 
road projects meet a standard established by the State highway de- 
partment, but to permit the State highway department to approve 
the project on whatever it determined to be the standards that should 
be applicable to that particular area for traffic needs within the State. 

Commissioner Du Pont. I think it is rather interesting, sir, in con- 
nection with that particular problem that all of the 48 States have 
been surveyed by the Association of State Highway Officials and— 
Mr. Hale, you correct me—I believe 28 of the States said they were 
in favor of it. 

Mr. Hatz. Twenty-four, Mr. Commissioner. 

Commissioner Du Pont. Twenty-four said they were in favor of it? 

Mr. Haux. Eighteen negative. 

Commissioner Du Pon. Eighteen were opposed. 

Contrary to what some might have assumed, that you might have 
found some geographic pattern to that expressed view, there was no 
geographical pattern whatsoever. In other words, it wasn’t the 
South, East, North or West. It was scattered all over the lot. 

Senator Casgz. I might say, Mr. Commissioner, the staff at my re- 
quest made a survey of the State Highway Officials on this subject, 
but we accompanied the inquiry with a question that the allocation 
for the States be reduced by 10 percent in order that they get this 
permission to set up their own standards, and several of them said, 
“We would like to be able to establish the standards within the State,” 
but they didn’t like the idea of the 10 percent reduction. 

Commissioner Du Pont. Maybe they would do this on the basis 
they are going to get it for nothing. 

Senator Casr. That may be, but, in any event, even so, I think the 
majority of those replying indicated they would like to have greater 
leeway. 

Commissioner Du Pont. I would like to make the comment that the 
administration of this particular section is somewhat vague. If we 
could add some benchmarks or directives it might be helpful. In 
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other words, I feel the Congress should know precisely what this 
means, and if they feel you shouldn’t go this far, tell us, or tell us how 
far we should go, or something of that sort. 

Senator Casr. It seems to me the benchmarks were all left to the 
Secretary under the language proposed by the Secretary the other day. 

Commissioner Du Pont. That is true now. 

If the Congress feels certification is adequate, well and good, or 
should it be specified that this whole thing rests with the Secretary, 
and presumably under this language he would make the arrangements 
with some States and those who didn’t wish to assume the respon- 
ae y, he presumably wouldn’t enforce them to do so, 

ator Case. Frankly, and I am just speaking for myself, I think 
the | language proposed by the Secretary the other day is far inferior 
to the present law, because the present law, in 1952, specifically did 
set up some benchmarks to the Bureau and suggested that the Bureau 
should take into consideration certain things in approving secondary- 
aid projec ts. 

While this doesn’t repeal the 1952 law, directly, by implication, it 
does oe the Secretary the right to say he has discharged his re- 
sponsibility when he does so-and-so, and then puts in the words that 
these standards and procedures applicable to projec ts in this category 
are approved by him. It puts it right back in his hands. 

Senator Kerr. Would the chairman refer to the language of the 
1952 act, he has? 

Senator Case. Yes; which the Senator from Oklahoma had con- 
siderable to do with working out. 

Senator Kerr. I believe it is the language of the 1950 act, wasn’t 
t, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Cask. Maybe it was. 

Senator STennis. I think so. 

Senator Case. Let me correct that. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Commissioner Du Pont. Don’t misunderstand. I am not opposed 
to it. I think it is desirable that the States have a great deal more 
responsibility. It represents probably 50 percent of our time and 
effort, and it is the little items that really cause the difference between 
the Bureau and the State. 

Senator Casr. The proviso to the law which I referred to is the 
1950 act, and it reads: 


Provided, That such funds shall be expended on the secondary and feeder roads, 
farm-to-market roads, rural mail routes, public school bus routes, local rural 
roads, county roads, township roads and roads of the county road class, with 
types of construction that can be maintained at reasonable cost to provide all- 
weather service, and the projects for construction shall be selected and the 
specifications with respect thereto shall be determined by the State highway 
department and the appropriate local officials in cooperation with each other. 

Now, it seems to me the language proposed by the Secretary the 
other day, far from relieving the Department of the responsibility, 
goes in the other direction because it winds up by saying the standards 
and procedures of the respective States applicable to projects in this 
category shall be approved by him. 

It throws it back with more responsibility and fewer benchmarks 
than the present law. 

Commissioner Du Pont. It seems to me this present law goes all 
the way from practically simply turning the money over to the State 
or as strict as you want it. 
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Now, if that is the Congress’ desire, of course, it is their prerogative. 

Senator Casr. Then we have the other choice of letting the States 
set the standards. 

The Chair will apologize to the other members of the committee for 
asking questions at some length and hopes no member of the com- 
mittee will feel he is to be curtailed, because actually when we come 
to this problem of highway legislation the Bureau of Public Roads 
is the agency we deal with and the views of the Commissioner and 
his Assistant, Mr. Curtiss, are most valuable to the committee and we 
should develop them as fully as any member of the committee desires. 

(The design standards for secondary roads approved by the 
AASHO is as follows:) 


DESIGN STANDARDS FOR CONSTRUCTION AND RECONSTRUCTION OF SECONDARY AND 
FEEDER ROADS OF THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY OFFICIALS, 
ApopTrep AUGUST 1, 1945 


Definition.—Design standards for secondary and feeder roads are the set of 
values or controls to be used for minimum design, but not necessarily for excep- 
tional cases for which values will need to be determined separately. However, 
the standard design values or controls should be recognized as “near-minimum” 
rather than “desirable” values. 

Trafic basis —These standards are shown for three ranges in volumes of an- 
nual average daily traffic. These volumes are assumed to be the present traffic 
or that estimated to occur when the improvement is completed. It is desirable 
that these standards be used for volumes which allow for future increases in 
traffic. The design peak hour traffic density is assumed to be approximately 10 
percent of the annual average daily traffic. 

These design standards are for roads with annual average daily traffic up to 
1,009 vehicles. Roads with greater volumes should be designed in accordance 
with current practice applicable to roads with similar conditions on the Federal 
aid highway system. 


Annual average daily traffic volume 





Design contro] Under 100 100 to 400 400 to 1,000 
Mini- Desir- Mini- Desir- Mini- | Desir- 
mum able mum able | mum | able 

Design speed (miles per hour | 

Flat topography 40 45 55 50 | 60 

Rolling topography 30 35 45 40 50 

Mountainous topography 20 25 35 30 40 
Sharpest curve (degrees): 

Flat topography . . 14 ll 7 9 6 

Rolling topography 25 18 11 14 9 

Mountainous topography 56 36 18 25 14 
Maximum gradient (percent): 

Flat topography s 5 8 5 I 5 

Rolling topography 12 7 10 7 s 6 

Mountainous topography 15 10 12 9 10 7 
Nonpassing sight distance ! (feet 

Flat topography 315 415 350 475 

Rolling topography 240 315 275 350 

Mountainous topography ‘ 165 240 200 275 
Width of surfacing or pavement (feet 12, if any 16 20 18 20 
Width of roadbed (feet) , 20 24 28 26 30 
New bridges 

Clear width (feet) 14 20 22 24 224 

Design load, AASHO H-10 H-15 H. 15 H-15 
Bridges to remain 

Clear width (feet) 15 18 

Safe load, posting basis (tons) 6 10 
Width of right-of-way (feet) dd 3 40 8 40 80 50 80 


1 As defined in A Policy on Sight Distance for Highways. 
? Minimum of 24 feet, or 4 feet more than approach pavement width. 


? Minimum of 40 feet, or as required for construction 
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Senator Busu. I would like to ask this: I presume you favor the 
Department bill ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. The administration bill. 

Senator Busu. Do you care to express to the committee anything 
about this Federal 2-cent gasoline tax, as to whether that should be 
turned back to the States ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. I don’t think that comes within the—— 

Senator Busu. You don’t care to comment on that. 

I understand that they had a subcommittee working on this ques- 
tion. Did they ask you to testify on that point ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Not on that point. 

Senator Busu. Did anyone from your Department, do you recall, 
testify on that ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Not that I recall. 

Senator Busu. That is all I have. 

The Cuarrman. I am sorry I was out. I would like to complete 
the Commissioner’s idea on this matter of coordinating toll roads. 
I think it is a very important thing that we get them coordinated. I 
am afraid if we get them all hodge podge, it will not do us much 
good froma national standpoint. Iam interested in toll roads and the 
financing. Those roads can be used for closed commercial purposes 
and also military purposes. They can also be used for civilian defense. 

Do you have any ideas on what we might do to aid in the coordina- 
tion of the toll roads? 

Senator Burke there just mentioned the Pennsylvania and Ohio 
Turnpikes. There has been a great deal of talk about Pennsylvania 
ending its turnpike in a cornfield, and there is a lot of truth in that. 

Senator Burke. I was just going to say that, too. 

The Cuarrman. What I am getting at is, there was a controversy 
between Ohio and Pennsylvania. Pennsylvania and Ohio have al- 
ways gotten along nicely, and I have gone through Ohio when Bricker 
was Governor and also Governor Lausche. We got along fine, and we 
were in telephone communication with each other probably an average 
of once a week because our problems were largely the same. 

Do you have any ideas to aid in the a of the effort? 

Commissioner Du Ponr. Senator Martin, 1 can give you very 
specific illustration. It is important that you slpieate raiding of 
the State highway department engineering staff by the toll road 
authority at much higher salaries so that you don’t disturb the engi- 
neering forces in the State setup. 

Commissioners Hill and Merrill of Connecticut and New Hamp- 
shire wanted to put toll roads in various places. We agreed that cer- 
tain portions of it could be Federal aid, and in a given city we would 
have to change their plans a little bit. Iam sure that if you checked 
with them you would find that the Bureau of Public Roads was most 
helpful in coordinating the present free system with the toll-road 
facilities that are now there. 

When you consider the Garden State Parkway, a separate authority, 
or similar authorities, you might just as well forget you are in the 
highway business. You cannot coordinate their activity with the 
existing system. They have to funnel traffic on to and off their high- 
way to make it pay. That is self-evident. 

This may be an embarrassment to the highway department of the 
State. 
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The Cuamman. Would it be your idea, Mr. Commissioner, that 
these toll roads be under the jurisdiction of the various highway de- 
partments rather than a separate authority ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. If you wish to coordinate their activities 
with the existing highway system, it seems to me necessary. 

Senator Busu. You would regard that as very important. 

Commissioner Du Pont. Right. In other words, if it weren’t for 
the existing highway system, you couldn’t have the toll roads or the 
feeders to the toll road, and they are constructed where they get the 
traffic. 

The Cuarmman. Mr. Chairman, I don’t want to prolong this, but I 
am getting very much worried that they are going to build a great 
number of toll roads that will not be self- liquidating, or they will be 
tied up like in Pennsylvania to the system. 

The road going east and west across Pennsylvania is a very fine 
investment from an investment standpoint, but if we tie on a lot of 
others that are less profitable, I am just wondering, and I don’t think 
that would happen if it was entirely under the jurisdiction of the 
State highway department. 

Commissioner Du Pont. I am in favor of the toll roads. I think 
they serve a need. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to bring that matter 
out so the members of this committee can give the matter a lot of con- 
sideration because we are pretty well scattered out over the Nation, 
and of course the problems are different in different parts of America, 
but the toll road will take care of a lot of the financing of roadbuild- 
ing, particularly the through roads if they locate them properly, 

They relieve that expensive construc tion, there is no question about 
it. 

Senator Case. Senator Stennis. 

Senator Srennis. Mr. Chairman, I am very glad the Commissioner 
is here, because after all, we look primarily to him for counsel and 
advice because he is the one who is primarily charged with the respon- 
sibility for operating the Bureau of Public Roads, : and I appreciate the 
chairman’s question of the Commissioner, especially with reference to 
this question of secondary roads, and just refreshing the chairman’s 
memory and others and giving the commission the historical aspects 
of this, in 1950 Senator Kerr introduced a bill pertaining especially 
to what we call rural roads or secondary roads, and I introduced a bill 
of like kind, and we had extensive hearings here, and Commissioner 
McDonald was down. There wasa lot of difference of opinion. That 
bill never did become law, but as a result of those hearings it was writ- 
ten into the 1950 Highway Act, this very provision that you have 
read, and I ede in my State—and I think in others—it cleared the 
atmosphere a great de: al. 

I think it helped Mr. McDonald and his staff and cleared up maybe 
some difference of opinion among them themselves and also some 
difference of opinion among their men in the various State highway 
departments, and I feel very decidedly that the secondary highway 
system, extending on down to some of the county roads, have gotten 
better treatment since then. 

I would personally oppose as vigorously as I can any change in the 
1950 law unless I am fully convinced that something better has been 
proposed. 
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I believe that that would be the best solution even to the Case bill, 
if I may bring it down to that point, going back and adopting that old 
1950 language. 

It leaves a great deal of discretion there. I know the Bureau of 
Public Roads put in a man here that was primarily charged with the 
responsibility of looking after the interest of these secondary high- 

ways, that they would have a special voice in court. 

In my own State ~_ legislature created an engineer for State-aid 
roads, they called it, or county roads. I think now we reopen this 
matter, and it is the reopening of this matter, as 1 see it, and making 
this language different that is in line with the tendency among some 
to get this money away from a secondary highway system. I think 
that is what it comes to, and I don’t know of any where—the Commis- 
sioner used the words “offset the rural pressure.” I will tell you some 
more pressure the rural people are under themselves, and that is in 
proportion to what they get out of the Federal money, taxes, that 
they be for roads, and they paid the highest Federal tax of any- 
body know for gasoline and the excise tax on automobiles, gwaso- 
line - at they use in their st: tionary engines, in their tractors and 
elsewhere, so before any rule is adopted that lessens their importance, 
I want to go into it fully, and I think the Commissioner would be 
satisfied pretty well, If I understand him, with the 1950 language. 

Is that right, Mr. Commissioner ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Well, I will be satisfied with anything you 
gentlemen direct me to do. It isn’t my personal opinion, as evidenced 
by the expressed views of all the governors on two occ: asions, that 
many of the States feel that they can spend this money better than 
through the Federal supervision, and the ay have so sts ated. This sec- 
tion of the bill, instead of eliminating gasoline taxes and collecting 
them locally gives back a certain proportion of the tax money with 
less supervision. 

We have a statement prepared by our counselor, which sets forth 
the responsibility and presumably what the secondary responsibility 
would be. I would be very glad to supply this for the record. 

Senator Case. We would be glad to have it. 

Commissioner Du Ponr. As. it sets forth the existing responsibility 
and presumably the latitude that could be exercised by the Secretary 
under this legis: ation. 

(The statement above referred to is shown on p. 326.) 

Senator Casg. If the Senator would permit, in a personal capacity, 
I would like to suggest that I think the provision you refer to as the 
Case bill would buttress the 1950 law and not defeat it. In fact, there 
is an express provision in section 1 which refers to the 1950 act and 
says that any other provision not inconsistent with this action to be 
in full force and effect. I think it would strengthen the —— 

Senator Stennis. There is one other point I want to make. We 
found in this hearing, as I think Senator Kerr will remember, that 
the Bureau of Public Roads was more liberal toward the secondary 
highway system getting out to the people than were some of the 
State highway commissions. 

Commissioner Du Pont. That is definitely true. 

Senator Srennis. Absolutely. We found that on testimony here. 

Commissioner DuPont. There is one thing I do find, Senator, that 
the secondary roads give more correspondence to Congressmen and 
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Senators as to why you can’t change locations to suit constituents, than 
anything we have. 

Senator Stennis. I know that, too, but that is an instance of it, 
and I appreciate the chairman’s position here. | hadn’t particularly 
understood his section, but it wasn’t all the Bureau of Public Road's 
fault as we found. 

Commissioner Du Ponr. I think we were maligned in some cases. 

Senator Srennis. Yes, and I think you were blamed for a lot of 
things you weren’t to be blamed for . There is another thing. The 
Senate adopted much stronger language than was finally written into 
the act in the language of 1950. It ‘had to be given up in part in 
conference with the House who really hadn't studied the matter. 

Senator Casr. Senator Beall. 

Senator Brati. No questions. 

Senator Casr. Senator Kerr. 

Senator Kerr. I appreciate the remarks of the chairman very, very 
much, and I know his attitude about this, and I know that of Senator 
Stennis of Mississippi, and I want to say that I am very much in 
accord with the objective that each has in mind, and I want to say te 
the Commissioner that I was disturbed rather than reassured by what 
the Assistant Secretary said the other day because, while he said that 
his purpose was to fix it so the Federal Bureau of Roads would have 
less control over the specifications of projects in the local areas re- 
ceiving aid from the secondary funds, the language he recommended, 
in my opinion, and I know in the opinion of the chairman here, would 
divest the local authorities in the State highway department with 
some of the authority which I think they have under existing law and 
recapture it for the Bureau of Roads, and what I would like to ask 
the Commissioner is this: Is it your purpose and recommendation that 
if we use any language to change existing law, we fix it so that you 
have less control over the application and use of those funds or greater 
control ? 

Commissioner Du Ponr. It. is the intent, sir, I understand, of the 
present Secretary and Under Secretary to give more latitude. But 
under this legislation, of course, the Secretary or Under Secret: ry, 
nobody, is permanent. The only thing permanent about this highway 
situation, as I see it, is the rights-of-way. 

Now, it seems to me that Congress is acting fully within its rights 
and responsibility to direct what the Secretary shall and shall not do. 
This gives a great deal of latitude. 

Senator Kerr. I couldn’t be in more complete agreement with the 
Commissioner than I am in regard to that particular issue or prob- 
lem. It would be reassuring to me, and I believe to the committee, if 
we could know that the attitude of the Commissioner and the Secre- 
tary is that their recommendation is intended to indicate their judg- 
ment that the States should have greater latitude and more authority 
in the spending of this money and the Federal Bureau of Roads 
less control and less power over the methods and specifications for 
the spending of the secondary money. 

Commissioner Du Pont. That is definitely the intent. 

Senator Kerr. Then that is fine, and I don’t have any further 
question, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrrman. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Commissioner, when we discuss 
this bill on the floor, it is agreeable to you that some of us can put 
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that in our argument, that that is the legislative intent of the commit- 
tee, is that satisfactory ? 

Senator Kerr. I would wonder if the chairman would amend his 
question to say, if we are in position to argue, that it is the legislative 
intent of the committee to give the States more authority and less 
power up here, and if the Commissioner concurs in that. 

The CHatrMan. Yes, that is better. 

Commissioner Du Pont. I would like to add to that, it is the intent, 
giving due regard to the certification procedure as to the reasonable- 
ness and the competency of the staff at the State level. In other words, 
I think you gentlemen all agree it shouldn’t just be given to the State 
to spend in any way, the Secretary should satisfy himself that the 
expenditures have been made according to the certification by the 
State authorities, that the money simply wasn’t thrown to the wind, 
and it was spent on the secondary system, and the standards have been 
met. 

Senator Kerr. I can understand the Commissioner’s concern in that 
regard. As a matter of reality, we are confronted with these things. 

Weare confronted with, number 1, the existing law, which I believe 
the committee understands, and I believe the Commissioner and the 
Secretary understand; number 2, any contemplated change in the 
existing law; number 3, whether or not it is the attitude of the Secre- 
tary and the Commissioner to seek legislation that will be more restric- 
tive and more controlling over the States or an attitude on your part 
that if there is any change, fix it so that the State has greater latitude 
and more power and the Federal Bureau of Roads less. 

Commissioner Du Pont. I am sincere in my view that it is the posi- 
tion of the Secretary and his Assistant that the States have more 
latitude on the secondary system, and the Federal Government’s 
responsibility should be concentrated on the interstate and primary 
system. 

Senator Kerr. But with reference to secondary roads, if any change 
at all is made 

Commissioner Du Pont. More latitude—— 

Senator Kerr. They are lessened insofar as the power here is con- 
cerned. 

Commissioner Du Pont. And to the extent that power is exerted, 
it should be on the interstate system to insure adequate bridges and 
structures for military defense and other traffic. 

Senator Kerr. I would like then, if the Commissioner will, to just 
give us a direct answer to the question, that it is the attitude that— 
that it is the Commission’s attitude and the Secretary’s attitude that 
more latitude and power be given to the States and less control kept 
here with reference to secondary highways. 

Commissioner Du Ponv. Definitely within the limits of competency 
and honesty and that sort of thing for the expenditure of the money. 

Senater Kerr. Well, I would presume that we all have an equal 
intent with reference to the honesty and the integrity of the spending 
of the money. 

Commissioner Du Pont. I would hope so, but it is not always done. 

Senator Kerr. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Kerr. This is on the record. Does the Secretary indicate 
therefore that he wants to tighten this law with reference to the 
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Federal Government policing the honesty of the State highway depart- 
ments and the local authorities with reference to secondary projects? 
Commissioner Du Pont. No, sir, but if there were evidence as to 
dishonesty in expenditure of the funds, then I think it would be the 
responsibility to withhold those funds under the certification. 

Senator Kerr. I am sure that the Senator from Oklahoma didn’t 
intend to create any other impression, and I can’t understand the 
injection of that feature into the answer of the question which was 
directed to the attitude of the Commissioner and the Secretary with 
reference to the authority of the Federal Bureau of Roads in fixing 
the specifications for local projects, and not with reference to the 
honesty with which money is spent in connection with those specifi- 
cations. 

Commissioner Du Pont. Presumably the specifications would be 
prepared by the States under the secondary road provision we are 
talking about. 

Senator Kerr. There is no such presumption, sir, in my mind, and 
the language of existing law precludes such a presumption in the 
mind of one who is familiar with it and interpreted in accordance 
with what I believe to be its very evident intent. 

Commissioner Du Pont. They would have to be acceptable, and 
I think the chairman mentioned in his State how it could have 
material variations. 

Senator Kerr. Is the Commissioner familiar with the language 
which Chairman Case read a little while ago? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr (reading) : 

Provided, That such funds shall be expended on the secondary and feeder 
roads, farm to market roads, rural mail routes, public school bus routes, local 
rural roads, county roads, township roads, and roads of the county road class 
with types of construction that can be maintained at reasonable cost to provide 
all weather service and the projects for construction shall be selected and the 
specifications with respect thereto shall be determined by the State highway 
department and the appropriate local officials in cooperation with each other. 

Commissioner Du Pont. I think that is clear. 

Senator Kerr. Does the Commissioner think that gives the State 
Highway Department complete control and veto power with reference 
to those specifications ? 

Commisisoner Du Pont. Not complete, no. 

Senator Kerr. Isn’t it clear that the intent of that language was 
that Congress meant for the appropriate local officials to have equal 
status in regard to the determining of specifications and selection 
of projects with the State Highway Department? 

Commissioner Du Pont. That is entirely so. The point I am 
trying to make is, the great difference in Connecticut between the 
specifications as compared to Arizona. 

Senator Kerr. There is nothing in here that says that the local 
officials in there shall work with the State highway department in the 
fixing of highway projects. 

Commissioner Du Pont. I am simply making a point as to the 
variation. 

Senator Kerr. And now that we have again read this language, 
it is consistent with the Commissioner’s viewpoint for the committee 
to act on the understanding that it is the purpose of the Commis- 
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sioner and the Secretary that the new act shall fix it so that the State 
and the local authority shall have more to do and not less in con- 
nection with the money under the act now before us. 

Commissioner Du Pont. That is very definitely the philosophy o 
the approach or point of view. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Urron. You would under Senate bill 2982 reserve to the 
Secretary the power to prevent abuses ¢ 

Commissioner Du Ponr. Yes. I think that is a foregone conclusion. 

Senator Case. The Chair doesn’t want to cut any member off, and 
we will return to this, but Congressman Bennett from the House 
is here with us. He has a statement he wishes to place in the record 
and perhaps to reada paragraph of it. 

If there is no objection, we will permit him to do that so he can 
return to the House. 

However, let me say that when the Commissioner first appeared, 
he stated he had no statement, and his reticence and his modesty per- 
haps were responsible for that but as I said to the Senator sitting at 
my right here during the course of the hearing, the Commissioner’s 
reticence and modesty were a little deceiving because he made an 
exceptionally good witness, and we appreciate his testimony very much. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Chairman, may I say in further reference to 
these aside remarks between us, that when the Commissioner replied 
to Senator Kerr that he would be pleased with whatever Act this 
Congress gave to him, I remarked to you that he was learning fast. 

Senator Case. That is the mark of a veteran witness. 

At this point we will receive the statement of Congressman Bennett. 

( The prepared statement above referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. CHARLES E. BENNETT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Chairman, I deeply appreciate the courtesy which you and this Committee 
have shown me in permitting me to testify before you today in favor of adequate 
statutory provisions regarding relocation of utility facilities. My efforts in 
support of such legislation are in cooperation with officials of the City of Jack- 
sonville. 

The approach to this problem which we of the Jacksonville area are advocating 
is embodied in H. R. 7897 which I introduced recently in the House. The first 
section of this bill redefines “constructions” as used in the Federal Aid Highway 
Act of 1944 to include “relocation and readjustment of utility facilities necessi- 
tated by the construction or reconstruction of the highway.” Section 2 would 
put nonrailway utilities on an equal basis with railroad facilities, with the same 
limitation as to Federal funds which may be used for readjusting and relocating 
nonrailway utility facilities. Section 5 (b) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1944 provides a formula where railroads reimburse the United States for a small 
amount when it has been established that the railroad has received a net benefit 
from the project. However, there can be no net benefit to nonrailway utility 
facilities, so this proposed draft leaves the present provisions of law applicable 
to railway facilities exactly as they are, and adds the new provisos applicable 
alone to nonrailway utility facilities. 

Section 3 of the bill makes the bill applicable only to Federal funds hereto- 
fore or hereafter apportioned to the States. This excludes any application of 
the proposed statute to Federal funds already expended. 

We believe the committee’s study of this problem over the last 3 years and 
the study now underway by the committee may be found by the chairman and 
the committee to give sufficient foundation for concrete action along the lines 
of H. R. 7897. We hope you will now recommend a solution along the lines 
of H. R. 7897. A convenient way of accomplishing this result would be by 
amending the bills before you to include the language of H. R. 7897. I sincerely 
hope that this will be done. 
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The problem in Jacksonville arising out of the construction of the Jackson- 
ville Expressway is an illustration of the need for this legislation. The Ex- 
pressway is part of the Federal-aid system and as such has been recognized as 
a project built to defend our country and to facilitate interstate commerce. 
City officials tell me that the project was well under way before they were 
advised that these facilities would have to be moved, and that the city would 
have to bear the expense of relocation. This is an expense of one and a half 
to two million dollars. This thrusts upon the city the necessity of raising this 
money either by taxes or by increased utility rates. Both alternatives present 
complicated and difficult problems. 

sriefly, there are several reasons why these expenses should be considered 
a part of the construction. First, the cost of alterations to railroads is already 
recognized as a legitimate part of the highway construction costs. There is no 
logical or ethical reason why such discrimination between railroad and non- 
railroad utilities should be allowed to continue. 

Second, the law as it now stands creates an inequity because in some States 
this Federal benefit is available and in others it is not. Whatever a State wants 
to do with its own highway system should be left up to the State involved, but 
a Federal benefit should not be withheld from a local utility on the basis of a 
State’s highway policies. 

Third, to allow the present condition to continue, places a double burden 
on residents of the localities involved by requiring Federal taxation for sup- 
port of the Federal highway system and also requiring increased local taxes 
(or utility rates) to pay for the Federal function of moving the utilities for 
the Federal highway. 

Again, I express my appreciation for your allowing me to appear and express 
my views on this subject of great importance to the residents of our area. 


Mr. Brennert. The reason I have come before you today is because 
I would like to suggest that in the Martin bill in lieu of section 10 
that you might consider this bill I have proposed or introduced in 
the House, and if it is proper, I would like it to be included in the 
record. 

Senator Case. Without objection it will appear in the record at 
this point. 

(The document above referred to, H. R. 7897, is as follows :) 


[H. R. 7897, 838d Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the laws relating to the construction of Federal-aid highways to provide 
for equality of treatment of railroads and other public utilities with respect to the cost of 
relotation of utility facilities necessitated by the construction of such highways by 
defining the term “construction” to include relocation and readjustment of utility 
facilities necessitated by the construction or reconstruction of such highways and by 
prescribing the extent to which Federal funds may be used for the relocation and 
readjustment of such utility facilities 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the definition of the term “construc- 
tion’ contained in the first section of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1944, as 
amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“The term ‘construction’ means the supervising, inspecting, actual building, 
and all expenses incidental to the construction or reconstruction of a highway, 
including locating, surveying, and mapping, costs of rights-of-way, relocation 
and readjustment of utility facilities necessitated by the construction or re- 
construction of the highway, and elimination of hazards of railway-grade 
crossings.” 

Sec. 2. Section 5 (a) of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1944, as amended, 
is amended by inserting before the period at the end thereof a colon and the 
following: “Provided further, That the entire cost of relocation and readjust- 
ment of nonrailway utility facilities necessitated by the construction or recon- 
struction of any highway with funds made available under the foregoing pro- 
visions of this Act also may be paid from Federal funds, except that not more 
than 50 per centum of the right-of-way and property damage costs, paid from 
public funds, on any such project, may be paid from Federal funds: Provided 
further, That not more than 10 per centum of the sums apportioned to any 
State under the terms of this Act for each fiscal year shall be used for the 
relocation and readjustment of such nonrailway utility facilities, to be ex- 
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pended in accordance with the Federal Aid Highway Act, as amended and sup- 
plemented, and the provisions of this section.” 

Sec. 3. The foregoing provisions of this Act shall be applicable with respect 
to all Federal funds heretofore or hereafter apportioned to each State for 
Federal-aid highway projects. 

Mr. Bennett. The Case bill will possibly be considered as a section 
after section 9, a new section. The purpose of this legislation I have 
introduced is simply to provide that public utilities which are dis- 
turbed by the Federal highway system shall be taken care of on the 
same basis as they take care of the railroads. 

That seems to me to be only fair and equitable; from the standpoint 
of basic equity there is no reason for drawing distinction against the 
public utilities. 

Furthermore, as the law now is, in some States public utilities have 
this advantage; the other States do not. While it isnot a State matter, 
it is a Federal matter as between the Federal Government and the 
local, not as between State government and Federal, but local and 
Federal, and therefore this should not be kept away from localities 
because of any State situation. 

That is the second inequity it would correct. 

Third is, if we leave situations as they now are, people have to pay 
increased utility rates, or in the case of our municipally owned utilities, 
in taxes; they have to pay that way in order to take up this burden 
which should not be placed upon them in the Federal highway system. 

I hope it is clear what I am testifying for. That is to put public 
utilities, whether they are municipally owned or otherwise, on the 
same basis as railroads which have engaged in this benefit for a long 
time. 

It is not a small matter. In my hometown, it amounts to two or 
three million dollars in a project right now under way, in Jacksonville, 
Fla. 

Furthermore the city would never have chosen the route which has 
been chosen by the State and Federal Government in conjunction. The 
city would never have chosen the route if it had any option. They 
just told the city they had to plunk out two or three million dollars 
without being consulted at all. That is certainly highly unfair, and 
I hope the committee will consider this matter when they go into final 
deliberations on the bill. 

I deeply appreciate your letting me inject at this point. 

Senator Casr. The Chair can assure Congressman Bennett that this 
matter will be carefully considered. 

Senator Brau. I just wanted to ask some questions. You mean the 
utilities are paying about $2 million? 

Mr. Bennett. The utilities, ultimately the taxpayers, are paying 
because they own them. They are paying close to $3 million because 
a Federal highway was located in conjunction by the Federal Govern- 
ment and State government, which they were not asked about at all. 
As a matter of fact, it could have been moved one block over, as the city 
maintained it ought to be, and tremendous savings could have been 
made, but the State and the Federal Government in conjunction put it 
where they did at great expense to the local community and faced 
them with the necessity of raising the money. How they are going to 
raise it is still a moot question. 

Of course they can raise the utilities’ cost which is fairly high, or 
by general taxation. The authorities now will probably do it by 
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= taxation rather than by raising utilities which are already 
airly high. There is no justice in it at all, absolutely no justice in the 
situation as it is now. ; 

The injustice of it has long been recognized with regard to rail- 
roads, but not with regard to utilities. 

Senator Brau. Just roughly, because I suppose you haven't thought 
of it, what would that mean? Increase of your rate, your power 
rate? 

Mr. Bennett. It has been looked into by the authorities and I 
would hesitate to ad lib a statement on this. I would like to say, 
however, that this would not cost the Federal Government any more 
money. It is just a matter of setting up a way in which this fund 
is distributed. 

Senator Casr. Would that come out of the State’s allocation ? 

Mr. Benner. Just as the railroads do and have done for years. 

Senator Case. It will be charged to that State’s allocation? 

Mr. Bennett. You have a situation in Tennessee—— 

Senator Beaty. Similar as the grade elimination in the railroads? 

Mr. Bennerr. That is right. It has all the equity in the world 
for it if you look into the matter. It just has been overlooked, in 
my opinion, because it hasn’t been a large problem. In my hometown 
it is a very, very large problem and has created quite a situation in 
the local government. They don’t know exactly what to do with it. 
They didn’t ask for it. You may say, “I don’t know who wrote S. 
2982.” Undoubtedly they were trying to meet the situation in section 
10 when they said a study was being made, but they said it would 
be made by the Secretary of Commerce and State highway depart- 
ments. Of course the State highway departments might be very 
much opposed to it. They might like to throw the burden on local 
communities, but that isn’t fair when you are dealing with the Federal 
Government and local. 

You are not dealing with the Federal and State in this situation; 
it _ Federal and local that are concerned, just as you are with rail- 
roads. 

I am not blaming anybody for having constructed this language 
as it was in section 10, but it would be very surprising to me if they 
would come forth with something that would be helpful from the 
study because the people who have the most to lose are going to 
decide it while it is the local community proposition I am presenting 
to _ here. 

hope you will see that when you go into study of it. 

Senator Bratt, Your bill does not discriminate against privately 
owned utilities? 

Mr. Bennett. No, sir; it happens in my own community they are 
municipally owned, but they are both treated the same, and I think 
it is only fair. 

Senator Kmrr. May I ask the Congressman a question? You tell 
us that in the State of Florida the State highway department has 
the power to locate a State highway within the city limits regardless 
of what the city authorities want or think. 

Mr. Bennerr. That ismy understanding. I think that is generally 
true throughout the United States. 

Senator Kerr. I assure you it is not true in the State of Oklahoma. 
Mr. Bennett. Generally I think it is so. I know this is no rumor. 
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I was told by the city authorities; the mayor just talked to me. He 
is very interested in this matter. We have testified before, both the 
mayor and the city attorney, in committees before on this subject. 
It is not a new subject. It is not one on which no testimony has 
been taken. 

Much more able speakers than I and persons with greater know]- 
edge on this subject have testified before this same committee—not 
this session. 

Senator Brau... In your State can the municipalities tell the State 
road commissioner where to go and where not to go? 

Senator Kerr. In Oklahoma the State highway department wouldn’t 
dream of arbitrarily prescribing the route of the State highway 
through a city without the agreement of the city. 

Mr. Bennett. The mayor tells me he was very, very unhappy about 
the location of this particular route because he said in his opinion 
the idea of his local engineers was if it had been placed 1 block farther 
over, a good deal of this money could have been saved in that area. 

Senator Burke. In my State they go where they want. 

Senator Bratt. They pay the courtesy to the municipality. The 
mayor and city council called them in and said “This is what we 
want to do.” 

Senator Kerr. We believe in local self-government in Oklahoma. 

Mr. Bennett. I am not involved myself except in municipally 
owned utilities, but suppose we think this bill is only with regard to 
the publicly owned ones. Of course your argument wouldn’t have 
any—the city might say, “We don’t care what happens to this public 
utility which is not municipally owned,” and you would still get 
some inequity. In other words, you would have people deciding 
against you who have a financial interest, which is unfair when you 
are dealing with the Federal distribution of funds. 

Senator Kerr. Is the C ongressman of the opinion that at this time 

either the Federal Bureau of Roads or State highway department 
can damage the property of a private utility without paying for it 
in the absence of that property being on a public right-of-way where 
the original contract called for the moving of it if the State highway 
department so directs? 

Mr. Bennetr. You are getting to a very fine legal point. 

Senator Kerr. It is just this—— 

Mr. Bennett. My understanding is that the answer to that is not 
the way you want it to be. 

Senator Kerr. The only way I want it to be is to be accurate. Iam 
just seeking information. 

Mr. Bennetr. I didn’t mean to say you were prejudiced in the 
matter because I know no man is more openminded than you are on 
any subject. 

Senator Kerr. I have a witness here who is going to address us 
on this very subject, but that doesn’t mean that so far as I am con- 
cerned I don’t want to know what the actual facts are. You want 
that. 

Mr. Bennetr. Yes, sir; and you know that I think you are a very 
fine public statesman, and I cert taintly didn’t mean to imply anything 
— All I said was what you desired in the matter, and I didn’t 

2an what you personally desired, but your question was directed 
#s to where I thought you wanted me to answer it that way. I 
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shouldn’t have done that. The only reason I did it was that I didn’t 
know the actual answer to the question. 

Senator Kerr. Frankly I don’t either. I have an opinion on it, 
but for my own benefit I would like to know what the actual answer is. 

Mr. Bennett. This is only an opinion, and I have not made a study 
of the law, and I presume you are familiar enought to do so, but my 
opinion of the matter is that there are proprietary rights which are 
real property rights which are established by a public ‘utility when it 
is allowed to go into a right-of-way. 

There are very real property rights. However, for the purpose of 
this particular legislative situation, those rights are not recognized 
and condemnation is not required to take away or disturb that ‘value, 

yrobably because it has been fairly incidental in many cases in the past. 
Today it is becoming a very real thing. It used to be that the rail- 
roads would be very heavily affected. As a matter of fact, on this 
particular subject in Jac ‘ksonville the railroads were very slightly 
affected. There is only a very small amount of money involved, while 
the public utilities are greatly affected, and there is a great deal of 
money involved. So I think although there are proprietary rights 
there, the nature of which I am not lawyer enough to tell you, I think 
that when you have been allowed to establish public utilities, expen- 
sive public utilities on a right-of-way, there are real rights there, even 
though they may be somewhat permissive as to how you stay on the 
property, and I think there should be some recompense there when 
they are so heavily disturbed. 

Senator Kerr. I want to say to the witness that I would favor just 
as strong as he would the requiring of either the State or the Federal 
Government to pay for any damage it does to the vested property 
rights of anybody, private, public utilities, or private citizen. 

Mr. Bennett. I knew you would. 

Senator Kerr. But I do see where there would be a difference be- 
tween a right that anybody was subject to change by the one that gave 
them the right- of-way and where their right was a vested right. In 
other words, the contractual features of the situation would need to 
be known, and I would think, considered in determining just what 
principle would apply to them, and I would say to you that if the State 
and the Federal Government came down and cost your municipality 
$2 million with reference to your vested property rights, I think the 
State and the Federal Government ought to pay you for it. 

Mr. Bennett. I think there are going to be some further witnesses 
on this point, and they can clarity it. They are probably better 
lawyers on that subject than Iam. It is my opinion as I have testified 
to, but some of it is based on my own feeling of the matter rather than 
having made a study of the cases. 

Senator Case. Thank you very much. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Burke. I have no questions. 

Senator Urron. No questions. 

Senator Casr. E. C. Yokley of the Tennessee Water Utility District 
will speak at this time. We understand that he has a plane reserva- 
tion, and if it is all right with you, Commissioner, we will ask you 
to come back this afternoon. 

Commissioner Du Pont. May I ask at what time we will reconvene ? 

Senator Casr. Two o’clock. 
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The next witness will be Mr. E. C. Yokley of the Tennessee Water 
Utility District. 

Senator Gore. I would like the privilege of introducing my friend 
and constituent to this committee, a very able lawyer who also repre- 
sents the Municipal Legal Officers Association of the United States, 
and I might say that he was that Tennessean who in the unfortunate 
bombardment of the House of Representatives the other day was in 
the gallery and ducked. 

Senator Cass. Mr. Yokley, you may proceed as you desire. I no- 
tice you have a statement here of six or seven pages. You may read 
it or furnish it, and the entire statement will appear in the record. 


STATEMENT OF E. C. YOKLEY, VICE CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMIT- 
TEE ON MUNICIPALLY OWNED UTILITIES OF THE NATIONAL 
INSTITUTE OF MUNICIPAL LAW OFFICERS 


Mr. Yoxury. I want to be completely cooperative with the Chair. 
I would like to read it, and I would like to say this, Mr. Chairman, if 
I may be permitted to do so: I have here very brief communications 
from twe of the member organizations in the National Institute of 
municipally owned utilities of the National Institute of Municipal 
Law Officers that I represent. One is a letter from Mr. George 
Pardee, general counsel of the Metropolitan utilities district of 
Omaha, Nebr., in which he has authorized me to make an appearance 
for that group. 

I would like permission, if I might, to insert this letter for the rec- 
ord. It is a brief letter. 

Senator Case. Without objection it will appear in the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


METROPOLITAN UTILITIES DISTRICT, 
Omaha, Nebr., March 1, 1954. 
Mr. E. C. YOKLEY, 
Ambassador Hotel, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. YoKLeY: In connection with your appearance on Wednesday, March 
8, 1954, before the Senate Subcommittee on Roads of the Public Works Com- 
mittee, of which Senator Francis Case is chairman, please be advised as follows: 

You are authorized to speak for us on the pending legislation seeking an amend- 
ment to the existing act governing Federal-aid highway project funds. 

The gas and water service to the city of Omaha and environs is under the ex- 
clusive jurisdiction of the Metropolitan Utilities District of Omaha, which is pub- 
licly owned and operates the gas and water plants and distribution systems. It 
has been subjected to unjust and unreasonable expense for the relocation of the 
gas and water facilities serving the community due to Federal-aid highway 
projects. As we have done consistently before the Congress, we earnestly urge 
favorable consideration to the proposal to provide for reimbursement for the 
expense of relocating public utility facilities in connection with the construction 
of Federal-aid highway projects. It is our firm conviction that a publicly owned 
utility such as ours should not subsidize, by additional charges to our consumers 
of water and gas, a part of the expense of highway projects. The more modern 
design of highway projects, requiring underpasses, overpasses, viaducts and 
the like, has greatly increased the occasions, and the cost on each occasion, 
of relocating our gas and water facilities. 

You are fully authorized to use this letter in any manner you see fit, including 
making it a part of the record at the hearing before the Senate Subcommittee on 
Roads as above mentioned. 

Very truly yours, 
Grorce C. ParDeg, General Counsel. 
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Mr. Yoxtey. I have here a telegram from Mayor Fred Person of 
Portland, Oreg., who is also vitally interested in this matter, and they 
are a member of our organization, and I have been asked if I would 
get permission to incorporate Mayor Person’s statement in the record. 

Senator Casr. Without objec tion that will appear in the record. 

(The telegram referred to is as follows:) 


PORTLAND, OREG. 
E. C. YOKLEy, 
Ambassador Hotel, Washington, D. C. 

City of portland strongly urges favorable consideration by Senate Subcom- 
mittee on Roads of Senate Public Works Committee of proposed legislation to 
reimburse municipalities where their utility facilities must be relocated or 
reconstructed because of Federal-aid highway construction. The city of Port- 
land has always been cooperative in State and Federal highway construction 
and will continue to afford all possible cooperation, but feel that financial burden 
which might be imposed upon the municipality in relocation or reconstruction 
of its necessary utilities is unwarranted discrimination against city where such 
relocation or reconstruction of railroad and certain other facilities are charged 
to the highway project. 

Frep L. Person, Mayor. 

Mr. Yoxiry. One more item: From the inception of our work on 
this matter from the municipal standpoint, the Maine Water Utilities 
Association has been very much interested in this matter, and I am 
requested by the Maine Water Utilities Association, which represents 
all public, private, and munic nov water utilities in the State of Maine 
to make an appearance for that organization today in view of the 
fact that their general counsel was unable to be here. It is a brief 
telegram. 

Senator Casr. The telegram will appear in the record. 

(The telegram referred to is as follows :) 

PORTLAND, MAINE. 
BE. C. YOKLEY, 
Ambassador Hotel, Washington, D. C.: 

Maine Water Utilities Association on behalf of member private, public, and 
municipal water utilities, State of Maine, strongly urges passage of pending 
Federal legislation relieving municipalities and other utilities of burden of 
relocating utility facilities on Federal-aid highway projects and authorizes 
your appearance on its behalf at hearing before Subcommittee on Roads 
of Senate Public Works Committee Wednesday, March 3. Suggest incorpora- 
tion of statement of Edward T. Gignoux, representing Maine Water Utilities 
Association at February 1952, hearings before same subcommittee on 8. 2437 
and §. 2585, record pages 496 through 499. 

MaArngé WATER UTILITIES ASSOCIATION, 
Epwakp T. Gienoux, Counsel. 


Mr. Yokuey. I appreciate very much your permitting me to do 
that. 

Mr. Chairman, I am E. C. Yokley. I am engaged in the general 
practice of law in Nashville, Tenn. I serve as special utility counsel 
for the First Suburban Utility District of Davidson County, Tenn., 
and am vice chairman of the committee on municipally owned atilities 
of the National Institute of Municipal Law Officers. I served for 14 
years in the legal department of the city of Nashville, Tenn., and held 
the position of director of that department during 1949, 1950, and 
1951. 

I appear before you today at the request of the Honorable A. C. 
Van Soelen, corporation counsel of the city of Seattle, Wash., who 
presently serves as president of the National Institute of Municipal 
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Law Officers, an organization composed of more than 800 American 
cities. 

At a recent annual meeting of this organization, composed of legal 
advisers of these member cities, held in Louisville, Ky., a resolution 
was adopted, unanimously adopted, I might say, urging the Congress 
of the United States to enact legislation providing that publicly owned 
utilities be relie tm of the costly burden of relocating utility facili- 
ties when caused by Federal-aid highway projects. 

This action was prompted by the urgent need for relief by munici- 
palities from the increasingly heavy expense of relocating their utility 
facilities to accommodate Federal-aid highways. 

The cities occupy a little different position from some utilities. 
Their water, sewer, electric, and other facilities may be perfectly 
adequate and in many instances relatively new. They cannot be re- 
located without substantial destruction, and the cities feel to require 
their relocation is as much a taking of those properties as if they were 
being condemned. Yet, under the interpretation given the present 
Highway Act by the Bureau of Public Roads, unless there is an ex- 
press State statute, contract, or decision to the contrary, the full bur- 
den of such relocation and destruction falls on the municipality. 

The use of Federal funds for highway purposes is historically justi- 
fied on the theory that these highways are constructed in the interest 
of national defense and interstate commerce for the benefit of the 
general public. 

But utility services can be provided only through rates collected for 
the use of such services. Therefore we must never lose sight of the 
fact that the costs imposed upon any utility in relocating its facilities 
to accommodate Federal-aid highway construction constitutes a bur- 
den to be borne by the customer, the rate payer, the utility user. 

In our cities the problem is felt at the taxpayer level. The average 
citizen and user of municipal utility services is a much taxed indi- 
vidual. Income taxes, excise taxes, and automobile gas taxes take a 
bite out of his earning power at the national level. Payment of gaso- 
line taxes to support State highway funds is another substantial form 
of taxation. 

I know that is very true in my State. That is another substantial 
form of taxation. 

The municipal authorities recognize this and hesitate to impose 
higher rates of taxation on business properties and homes. Yet mu- 
nicipal soures of revenue are constantly dwindling while demands for 
services by the people continue to pile up. 

In many cities the regular budgeted departments furnishing public 
services are barely able to get through each fiscal year. Some of them 
have to curtail services. In m: iny cities they curtail services several 
months before the completion of the first year. 

Many of these cities are up to the danger point in their debt limita- 
tions; they can’t issue any more bonds. 

Thus, the average city, when confronted with demands to relocate 
its municipal facilities at its sole expense, frequently finds that it 
cannot do so. There are many cities at the present time which are 
faced with a load they cannot bear in the form of demands made to 
relocate such facilities as water mains, sewer pipes, electrical conduits 
and the like, though such facilities present no impediment to a normal 
or ordinary street use. But when required to pay relocation expense 
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to accommodate a Federal-aid project, no benefit inures to the city 
taxpayer that is not applicable to all who use the highway. ‘The 
hardship imposed on many cities, faced by demands to relocate made 
upon them by State highway departments and the Bureau of Roads, 
are of such pressing moment that projects are frequently paralyzed 
in important urban areas due to the inability of local governments to 
foot a bill they would never need to pay but for the construction of a 
Federal-aid project. 

The cities have no great. problems over contractual rights in and to 
the use of the streets. They hold the streets in trust for their people. 

Those questions of contractual rights frequently don't affect the 
cities. 

They recognize that the public needs all the uses of the street or 
highway; that in the public interest and to furnish services more 
economically, the streets must be utilized for the accommodation of 
utility facilities. 

Mayor Hartsfield of Atlanta, Ga., stated to the Subcommittee on 
Roads of the House Public Works Committee at a recent hearing be- 
fore that group, that these Federal-aid projects can bankrupt some 
municipalities with the demands made upon them to relocate. I have 
home firsthand knowledge of the accuracy of this forecast. I repre- 
sent a small nonprofit water utility district which serves the southern 
end of our county. 

That is in Senator Kefauver’s section. He made mention of it this 
morning. 

The district has the status of a municipal corporation under the 
laws of our State. A Federal-aid highway project, over twice the 
width of the existing road, cuts right through the middle of the area 
served by this water district. 

By a specific State statute a right-of-way is granted to us to have 
our waterlines in the rights-of-way and no State law requires us to 
move. Yet we are being required to relocate our pipes to accommo- 
date this interstate highway. It is going to cost approximately 
$93,000. This represents 12.5 percent of the total investment of this 
small utility district. We don’t know how we can finance it. In 
whatever manner the relocation is financed, payment for part of this 
project to accommodate interstate traffic must be borne by the 5,100 
local water subscribers. A raise is inevitable. They can’t stand it, 
and it isn’t fair if they could. 

I have only heard of rare instances where there was any local setup 
or plan whereby municipal or other utilities could h: undle these prob- 
lems. Any difference in the various State laws and regulations is not, 
in my opinion, an argument against reimbursement or payment of re- 
location costs, but rather, an argument for such legislation, for only 
at the Federal level will we ever achieve any uniform or fair treatment 
of the problem. The let-it-alone-a-little-longer attitude of some 
organizations opposing this legislation furnishes no solution to the 
problem at all. 

It can no longer be questioned that a highway right-of-way serves 
more purposes than vehicular travel. The | public needs and demands 
all the proper uses of the highway. The rights-of-way properly serves 
other means of communication such as telegraph and telephone. It 
also serves as a means of reaching the public with the other utility 
services which they require, such as electricity, sewage, water, munici- 
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pal fire-alarm systems, and other purposes. It is obvious that none of 
these services can reasonably be made available to people living along 
a congested street or highway except by occupying the highway right- 
of-way. In the last analysis all of these regulated public utilities 
exist, are located and are operated to serve the public, and the rights 
which they have in the highway rights-of-way were granted in order 
to promote that public service. 

Again, and I am speaking for the municipally owned utilities, 
although I think it applies to others as well, the statement that the 
utilities occupy the highway rights-of-way as a matter of convenience 
to themselves is misleading. The service which each utility renders 
is important to the public welfare, just as is the service which the 
highway renders as a means of communication. The water, sewer, 
electric, and other utilities are necessarily located in the public high- 
way because it is from such location that they can adequately and 
properly serve the public. In recognition of this, and to encourage 
the development of the utility systems within the municipalities, they 
have been encouraged by franchise from the various governmental 
levels to invest their money in facilities in the public rights-of-way. 

It has been stated that further time should be taken to study this 
problem. Many of our members feel that the Bureau of Public Roads 
has been evaluating the problem for many years. Certainly our or- 
ganization entered wholeheartedly in the cost study made in 12 States 
last vear under the leadership of the National Association of Railroad 
and Utilities Commissioners which showed that the costs of relocating 
facilities in the States included in the study would be less than 5 per- 
cent of the Federal funds involved. We have confidence in that study, 
a copy of which has already been introduced into the records of this 
hearing. This study was made as the result of questions asked the 
utilities by members of this very subcommittee as far back as February 
1952. 

In the overall picture we feel that the cities and municipally owned 
utilities do have a terrific burden and a terrific problem, and we would 
be very grateful for any serious treatment and consideration that you 
could give to the matter. 

On the question of the study that has been proposed, opposition is 
not ambiguous at all on that. We feel that carried in section 10, I 
believe, of Senator Martin’s bill, 2982, the study is proposed to ‘be 
made by the Bureau of Roads and the State highway departments, and 
T believe it is limited perhaps to a study of State laws. 

There is no doubt in our minds but what the Bureau of Public Roads 
has had knowledge for many years of the diversity of provisions in 
these various States because they have to work with them all the time. 

I have been coming up here for 10 years. Mr. Chairman, as city 
attorney at Nashville. My predecessor is Judge Blackard, who is 
here representing Tennessee Valley Public Power Association, and 
we have made tracks back and forth up here for 14 and 15 years. 
When we first started coming, the Bureau of Public Roads was 
thoroughly familiar with the State law situation at that time, so that 
is the reason that we feel that a study strictly limited to that wouldn’t 
avail anything at this time. But we would like any study that is 
made to be taken in conjunction with the cost study of 5 percent that 
had been recommended by the National Association of Railroad and 
Public Utility Commissioners and go ahead, if you could, and give 
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us this relief at this time, and then let a study that is made encom- 
pass not only the question of the State laws if they want to go into 
that again, but also make a study of the manner in which the program 
would work in connection with the allocation of this appropriation 
at this time. 

It is my frank opinion as a city attorney and counsel for a small 
utility organization for many years that if the Bureau of Public Roads 
would once, with congressional support, give this matter a try, they 
would find such an acceleration and speedup of the very vital work 
that I know they want to do in connection with these expressways 
and large projects through urban areas that are vitally geared to the 
needs of national defense, that the Bureau of Roads itself would find 
that the allocation of those funds would be a benefit and really a 
better method of speeding up the program of vital road construction 
in our urban areas than the present unworkable situation where we 
have confusion, a lack of uniformity, litigation and everything else 
from almost coast to coast and Canada to the gulf in the various 
cities. It is a serious problem. 

Let me say again, in line with the cost study which we have made 
and in which utilities at all levels and classifications participated, 
the cities, having confidence in that study, can best demonstrate that 
confidence by insisting that we are willing to accept a 5 percent ceil- 
ing or limitation in the bill and further, that we will be agreeable to 
a provision limiting aid to projects on Federal-aid highways other 
than rural secondary or feeder roads. 

We fail to perceive the advantage of a study based solely on local 
State laws. They are in hopeless conflict. Everyone knows that. Only 
congressional action will produce uniformity in the treatment of the 
utility relocation problem. This is aptly demonstrated in the treat- 
ment afforded the railroads. Many States have laws requiring them 
to pay, but Congress has authorized payment, thus relieving the local 
level conflict. Furthermore, as an administrative procedure the De- 

artment of Commerce has adopted a regulation 1.14 (b) under the 
Federal-Aid Road Act of July 11, 1916, providing that— 


State laws, pursuant to which contributions are imposed on railroads for the 
elimination of hazards at railway-highway crossings shall be held not to apply 
to Federal-aid projects. 

That which has solved the problem respecting the railroads would 
also appear to us to be an equitable approach to the full utility 
relocation problem. 

No city attorney for whom I speak wants a subsidy for his city. 
Only in rare instances have any of our cities been granted any form 
of relief. We have no desire to improve or to build municipal facil- 
ities at Federal expense, as some claim, but neither do we want the 
financial condition of inadequately financed cities worsened by an 
inequitable contribution to a program nonlocal in character. 

As responsible municipal legal advisers, close to the home problems 
of our people, we appeal to you, our elected representatives, for some 
substantial form of relief. We earnestly seek your sympathetic con- 
sideration of our problem. 

I appreciate the opportunity for making this appearance for the 
National Institute of Municipal Officers and also for the small utility 
district I represent, and if you can help us, gentlemen, on this, we 
would appreciate it very much. 
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There are many cities in America that are completely stalled and 
paralyzed, one being Jacksonville which Mr. Bennett has talked to 
you about this morning, because of the fact that the cities are abso- 
lutely unable to meet the demands of the State highway departments 
and the Bureau of Public Roads. 

I think that is all I want to say. I appreciate the chance to say 
that much, and if I can answer any questions that the committee would 
ask, I will do my best to doit. I don’t claim to know all the answers, 
but I will do my best. 

Senator Case. You have made a very good statement. There is one 
sentence in your whole statement which arouses a little curiosity in 
my mind. You state: 

In line with the cost study which we have made and in which utilities at all 
levels and classifications participated, the cities, having confidence in that study, 
can best demonstrate that confidence by insisting that we are willing to accept a 
5 percent ceiling or limitation in the bill, and— 
the last part of the sentence arouses the question— 
and further that we will be agreeable to a provision limiting aid to projects 
on Federal-aid highways other than rural secondary or feeder roads. 

Mr. Yoxury. Yes. 

Senator Case. I am just wondering how that will eliminate the 
uncertainty or confusion if you had a provision which makes it 
applicable to the interstate, urban, and primary systems but exempts 
the rural secondary. 

Mr. Yoxiey. That is based on our experience that we have had of 
the relatively inconsequential number of projects and problems that 
have been involved on the rural secondary and feeder roads. 

Senator Casr. I just wondered how that would sound to the repre- 
sentatives of the rural telephone lines. 

Mr. Yoxury. I can’t answer for them. I don’t know how it would 
affect them. They have spokesmen here. 

Senator Kerr. And the REA. 

You would not be offended if they came before us and urged the 
importance of their situation, and then they told us that insofar as 
they were concerned, they would be satisfied if we took care of them 
and forgot to take care of you. 

Mr. Yoxtry. No, I want the cities taken care of, sir, of course. 

Senator Kerr. I see. 

Mr. Yox«tey. But I will say this, in fairness to everybody: I have 
some fixed views about the legal rights, the property rights, of anv 
utility that is caught in a jam on the removal of utilities, and I think 
it would be difficult in any legislation at the national level to work any 
discrimination between a private and a public utility. 

I will say that frankly. I am not too familiar with all of the prob- 
lems of the private utilities, telephone or gas. I have spent my years 
working with the municipal groups, but I do know of some instances 
where the telephone interests and the gas interests, private gas inter- 
ests, have a great stake in this matter and quite an equity in their insist- 
ences for relief. I would be less than frank if I didn’t make that 
statement. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Chairman, I wish to compliment Mr. Yokley 
upon his appearance and his testimony. Except for the fact that 
we have a quorum call underway in the Senate, I would ask him to 
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comment upon the question raised by Senator Kerr in his exchange 
with Congressman Bennett. Due to the existence of the quorum call, 
I would like the privilege of asking Mr. Yokley, who is an authority 
upon the subject, to submit a statement of brief length on this ques- 
tion which Senator Kerr raised, to wit: The distinction between a 
vested right and a right which may accrue as a result of tendency 
by sufferance. 

Mr. Yoxtry. I will be happy to prepare such a statement, and I 
will do it as quickly as possible if it is all right to insert it in the 
record, 

Senator Kerr. I will share Senator Gore’s gratitude to you. 

Senator Casr. That statement will be received and incorporated 
into the record. 

Mr. Yoxuey. I would like to do this further in connection with 
this statement, Mr. Chairman, if I may: Attach not anything lengthy, 
but just a brief, concise statement in the form of a brief on some 
United States Supreme Court decisions and leading State court de- 
cisions as to the legal merits of the question that you raise. 

I would like permission to incorporate a very brief statement of 
the law as we understand it. May I have that permission ? 

Senator Case. The committee will be pleased to receive it. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


MEMORANDUM AS TO THE NATURE OF THE RIGHT OF PUBLIC UtTiLities To Use 
Pus.tic HIGHWAYS FOR THE PURPOSE OF FURNISHING SERVICE TO THE PUBLIC 


Public utilities in general over the years have been permitted and encouraged 
to use public highways in order to stimulate development of utility service and 
thereby make such service available at the lowest possible cost to the greatest 
number of people. Any other policy would have greatly increased the cost of 
utility services and thereby retarded industrial development and depressed 
the standard of living. In the great majority of instances this right to use the 
public streets has been granted either by act of the legislature or the enact- 
ment of a city ordinance granting such permission. We do not believe it will 
be seriously disputed that with possible rare exceptions utilities are using 
public highways under proper authority to serve the public interest and not 
as trespussers or tenants by sufference. In most of our metropolitan areas 
it would be no more possible to provide water, sewage disposal, gas, electric 
and telephone service without use of rights-of-way under and along public 
streets than it is feasible to provide mass public transportation without surface 
use of the streets themselves. 

The law is settled beyond dispute that when a utility acts on the invitation 
extended by a statute or municipal ordinance to occupy highways by constructing 
thereon its permanent facilities, a contract between the accepting utility and 
the State or municipality, as the case may be, comes into being and that the 
utility has a property right in the use of such highways. In Russell v. Sebastian, 
233 U.S. 195 (1913), the United States Supreme Court, speaking with reference 
to a grant to gas companies to use the streets of the cities of California, stated: 

“* * * that the grant resulting from an acceptance of the State’s offer con- 
stituted a contract, and vested in the accepting individual or corporation a prop- 
erty right, protected by the Federal Constitution, is not open to dispute in view 
of the repeated decisions of this Court * * *.” 

Among a host of other decisions so holding are the following: 

City of Owensboro v. Cumberland Tel. & Tel. Co., 230 U. 8. 59 (1913). 

Mayor, etc. Knoxville vy. Africa, 77 F. 501 (C, A. 6, 1896). 

Southern Bell Tel. & Tel. Co. v. City of Mobile, et al., 162 F. 523 (affirmed, 
(. A. 5, 174 F. 1020, 1909). 

Board of Mayor, etec., City of Morristown v. East Tennessee Tel. Co., 115 F. 
304 (C. A. 6, 1902). 

Louisville Trust Co. v. City of Cincinnati, 76 F. 296 (C. , 1896). 
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Los Angeles County v. Southern California Tel. Co., 196 P. (2d) 773 (1948), 
appeal dismissed, 336 U. 8. 929. 
New York Electric Lines Co. v. Empire City Subway Co., 235 U. S. 179 (1914). 

The courts also recognize that even though no monetary consideration passed 
from the utility to the granting authority the service to be rendered by the 
utility for the benefit of the public constitutes a legal and adequate consideration 
to support the contract. The Supreme Court of the United States in New 
Orleans Water Works Co. v. Rivers, 115 U. 8. 674, 681 (1885), considering the 
nature of a right acquired under a legislative grant for the use of the streets of 
New Orleans stated: 

“* * * it is as much a contract, within the meaning of the Constitution of the 
United States as a grant to a private corporation for a valuable consideration, 
or in consideration of public services to be rendered by it, of the exclusive right 
to construct and maintain a railroad within certain lines and between given 
points, or a bridge over a navigable stream within a prescribed distance above 
and below a designated point.” 

See also Los Angeles County v. Southern California Telephone Co., supra. 

When land has been dedicated or condemned for street purposes the con- 
templated use of such streets includes more than mere vehicular travel over 
them. It includes all street uses which promote intercommunication between 
inhabitants, or which facilitate social intercourse between the citizens, or serve 
a common purpose of benefit to the public. In other words, the use of streets 
by utilities serves and unifies the citizens as much as does their use for surface 
transportation. Thus use of public streets by utilities has long been held to be 
proper and legitimate. 

Frazier vy. East Tennessee Tel. Co., 90 8. W. 620 (1906). 
Hobbs v. Telephone Co., 41 So. 1003 (1906). 

Roaring Springs v. Paducah, 164 8. W. 50 (1914). 

Fox v. Hinton, 99 8S. E. 478 (1919). 

Leppard vy. Central Carolina Tel. Co., 30 8S. E. (2d) 755 (1944). 
Alabama Power Co. v. Christian, 112 So. 763 (1927). 

McGee vy. Overshiner, 49 N. E. 951 (1898). 

Kirby v. Citizens Telephone Co., 97 N. W. 3 (1903). 

The question before this committee is not limited, however, to the right of 
utilities to make use of public rights-of-way in serving users of utility services. 
The question to be answered here turns upon broader considerations. The 
development of an integrated system of interstate highways, with appropriate 
urban improvements, to serve the national interests in defense and commerce 
should not be made to wait upon considerations of local police power. The 
legal question of whether and under what circumstances utilities may be 
required under State or local law to relocate at their own expense can only be 
productive of litigation, confusion, lack of uniformity and delay in the accom- 
plishment of the project. The Federal interstate primary and urban systems 
do not receive Federal aid in order to enhance their local service capacity 
but are designed and built in a fashion to serve the national interest. The 
users of utility services in the areas affected by a Federal-aid project do not 
benefit as customers of the utilities but only as members of the general public 
who already have borne their share of the costs. 

Despite the fact that a State may, consistently with the due process, com- 
merce and contract clauses of the Constitution, require a utility to bear the cost 
of relocation under certain circumstances where the public safety or necessity 
requires the exercise of this police power (Hrie Railroad Co. v. Board of Public 
Utility Commissioners, et al., 254 U. 8S. 394 (1921)), Congress has seen fit to 
provide that the cost of railroad grade crossing projects in connection with 
the Federal-aid highway program may be paid from Federal funds. We believe 
that in dealing with this problem Congress has recognized that unless payment 
is provided from Federal funds it will be impossible to obtain any uniformity 
in the treatment accorded the railroads in the several States. The laws of the 
various States differ greatly in prescribing the obligation of the railroads to 
contribute to the cost of eliminating the hazards of grade crossings. Following 
the enactment of the 1944 Federal-Aid Highway Act, the Secretary of Commerce 
issued a regulation providing that “State laws pursuant to which contributions 
are imposed upon railroads for the elimination of hazards of railway-highway 
crossings shall be held not to apply to Federal-aid projects.” 

State and local laws also differ with respect to the obligation of other utilities 
to pay relocation costs and in many instances the extent of the obligation can be 
determined only after lengthy litigation over issues only indirectly related to 
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the essential objective of highway improvement. Only by meeting the utility 
relocation problem in the same manner which the Congress has successfully 
employed with respect to the railroads can it avoid delay, confusion, and unequal 
burdens upon utility users. 

Senator Casz. The Senate is in session, a quorum call is on, and 
it is necessary for the committee to adjourn. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Chairman, if I might ask the indulgence of 
the chairman, the water superintendent of the city of Oklahoma City, 
who is also the national president of the American Water Works 
Association, has a brief statement which he says he can give in about 
a 5-minute statement if the chair would permit him, and I would 
be grateful if he could. 

If he cannot, of course, both he and I will understand. 

Senator Casr. The chair will be glad to wait and take anything 
additional. The chair would like to state, however, that the com- 
mittee will resume its hearings at 2 o’clock this afternoon in this 
room. That is assuming, of course, that we can get permission of 
the Senate to meet, and I think we can in view of the fact that it 
was granted the other day. 

We will proceed if there is no objection and hear from Mr. Morrison 
Cunningham at this time. 


STATEMENT OF MORRISON B. CUNNINGHAM, PRESIDENT OF 
AMERICAN WATER WORKS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. CunnincuaM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is Morrison B. Cunningham. Iam president of the Amer- 
ican Water Works Association with offices at 521 Fifth Avenue, New 
York 17, N. Y. I live in Oklahoma City where I am superintendent 
and engineer of the Oklahoma City Water Department. 

I am appearing today, however, as spokesman for the association 
in which there are some 16,000 waterworks in the United States sup- 
plying more than a hundred million people with municipal water, 
Seventy-five percent is publicly aoa and 25 percent is privately 
owned. 

The courtesy you have extended us to present our comment, and 
suggestions, concerning the relocation and adjustment to grade of 
utilities’ lines in connection with urban and primary highway con- 
struction is greatly appreciated. We believe the survey of 1953 cover- 
ing 12 representative States is a report you can depend upon and one 
which shows the utility relocation costs to be 4.81 percent of the total 
funds spent for highway work. 

Waterworks is a necessary utility and with few exceptions must 
pay its way from revenue to take care of operation, maintenance and 
capital investment. 

We wish to recommend for your consideration the passage by Con- 
gress of an act which would provide in effect, that the Federal Gov- 
ernment will pay the Federal pro rata share of the cost of utility 
changes made necessary by Ces projects. We believe the cost 
of highway construction projects should include utility relocation 
costs. Such participation would, in our opinion, alleviate to some 
extent the inequity which now exists with respect to the payment of 
utility relocations. We believe also such participation by the Federal 
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Government would coordinate the widely differing practices in the 
various States. 

We recognize the great benefits received from highway projects 
constructed. Highways constructed in and around cities and towns 
require the major relocation of utility lines. It has long been recog- 
nized that streets and highways are the logical locations for utilities. 
For example, if water mains were located in an alley, the question of 
maint ae sanitation, in case of a break in the line, would immedi- 
ately become a problem of public health. Also water distribution 
systems must provide, among other things, fire protection. Fire 
hydrants must be located on streets and highways where they are 
readily accessible to the fire department, regardless of weather con- 
ditions. Therefore it is our belief that their installation in the high- 
ways and streets is proper and in the public interest. 

Sometimes the question is rsised why the subject of payment for 
utility changes has reached a point where we feel it becomes neces- 
sary to appear before you asking for relief. It has been our observa- 
tion, and experience that this question has been a continuing problem 
for many years, and in recent years has become more acute due to the 
present program of construction of highways through, and adjacent 
to, areas served by utilities, where grade separations are a general 
practice, and highways are located where utilities occupy rights-of- 
way. 

I should like to call your attention to a few examples where prob- 
Jems have arisen in connection with the relocation of water lines: 

Hammond, Ind.: One thousand feet. of 12-inch water mains affected. 
Engineer design called for a culvert to provide safety measure at an 
estimated cost of $85,000. This plan was rejected and the line was 
relocated, without safety measures, and is now located from 10 to 
30 feet below the grade level of the new highway. If a serious break 
should occur, the water department of Hammond, Ind. estimates the 
cost to repair the line would amount to approximately $25,000, and 
traffic would have to be detoured for at least a week. 

In another town in Indiana, population 10,000, a 12-inch main 
which was the primary source of supply was covered to a depth of 
20 feet by a grade change. A break occurred in the water main, even 
before the highw ay was pl: iced in operation, causing extensive damage 
to highway, “and considerable expense to the water department. 

Lincoln, Maine: The water company, with 630 customers, was faced 
in 1949 with relocation costs of $15,000 or half the total income of the 
water department. This amounted to $22 per customer served. 

Augusta, Maine: In 1949 faced a $15,000 cost amounting to $2.50 per 
customer served in the district. 

Mars Hill, Maine: In 1948 was required to relocate water mains 
for the highway at a cost of $7.25 per customer. 

Langhorne, Pa. : Relocation costs in 1951 took half of the net revenue 
of the water utility or $3.60 per customer. 

The Washington Suburban Sanitary District in Maryland is a good 
example of utility reconstruction made necessary as a result of high- 
wav construction. 

Oklahoma City, Okla. In 1952 and 1954 a 48-inch supply main 
was relocated at two-grade separations, one mile apart at a cost of 
approximately $160,000. 
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The above illustrations will serve to show the relocations which 
have been required as a result of highway construction in thousands 
of cases throughout the United States. There are exceptions. In 
my home State of Oklahoma we have had the very best cooperation 
from our highway department. 

More than $6 billion has been invested in waterworks systems in the 
United States, and more than two-thirds of this investment consists 
of water mains laid in the streets to supply water customers. 

I would like to emphasize that we believe the utilities case is a 
sound one. Utilities operate essential public service systems, which 
are constructed largely in public thoroughfares and which operate 
primarily for the public benefit. The systems are legally built in the 
public thoroughfares, and that is where they should be, because the 
public can be most economically, conveniently, and effectively served 
thereby. ‘Che utility operates at cost to the ‘public, or at a rate that 
a publicly controlled supervisory body says is fair. The finances of 
the utility are usually adequate until a highway project is started 
through the area. 

We are satisfied that neither the Congress nor the State legislatures 
have intended to carry on the highway improvement program with 
such a burden to the users of utility service—whether it is water, gas, 
electricity, telephone, or any of those essential utilities serving 
customers, 

We believe highway improvement programs should in justice take 
into account all the elements of cost relating to the 1 improvement, and 
include all of these costs in their budgets on a Federal-State level. 

We strongly believe, and take the position, that highway construc- 
tion is of great importance—that such construction improves the move- 
ment of traftic, and for the convenience of traffic using such highways. 
We wish, however, to advise you that such highway construction does 
not add to the utility value nor improve in any way the utility cus- 
tomer’s service. U tility service is an essential service to our modern 
cities and towns, the same as highways are necessary. Therefore we 
do not feel that the utilities should be required to carry the burden of 
cost for such relocations. 

We therefore urge you to consider utility relocation costs as a part 
of highway costs—on a Federal-State level. 

May I say, this is not a new question at all. It is one which has 
been recurring, of course, over a period of years, but from the stand- 
point of our association, the construction which is occurring in and 
around the cities and towns where utilities are located places a lot of 
interest on this relocation problem, and the expenses are almost beyond 
our ability to take care of it. 

Senator Case. Mr. Cunningham, you are speaking primarily in 
behalf of municipalities. W ould what you say apply ‘equally well to 
such privately owned water utilities as exist ? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Yes, sir, it would. The survey—as I mentioned 
previously—would show 4.81 percent of the total cost. We think that 
is a fair survey, and of course we think that in its application if you 
could see your way clear to offer relief, that that application, of course, 
would be in connection with the total amount of the appropriations 
made to a State, and we also think that perhaps it would be still fair 
if that was divided up equally probably between the Federal funds 
and the State funds. 
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In my home State we have no complaint at all with our highway 
department there. We are treated what we think is fairly, but in 
many of the States the utilities must take care of the entire cost, and 
it is an increased burden, and we ask that you seriously consider that 
Federal funds be made available to participate to some extent on this 
program. +m 

In other words, we ask that the utility relocation cost be made a part 
of the highway construction cost, just put the whole thing right in. 

Senator Case. What would you say to the argument which was 
brought before the committee the other day by someone that in some 
instance, particularly in the cost of utility rates in cities, that the rate 
includes a factor which was predicated upon the fact that the utility 
had free rights-of-way on the streets and alleys, and that the existing 
rates in many instances include a factor for relocation costs ? 

Mr. Cunnincuam. That might be true, Mr. Chairman, in some 
instances. In many instances I am afraid that wouldn’t be true. That 
would be particularly in the municipal rates. We own much of the 
rights-of-way that we occupy. Of course on water mains it wouldn’t be 
practical for us not to occupy the streets and highways for the fact 
that among other things we have to furnish fire protection, and it must 
be accessible, of course, in all kinds of weather for the fire department, 
and it wouldn’t be accessible in an alley. Then of course if we occupied 
an alley, the public health angle would come in. 

We feel that highways are necessary and we certainly 

Senator Casr. Electric powerlines frequently are found in alleys. 

Mr. CunninecHaM. Yes. Of course in the urban areas particularly 
you get into an awful lot of underground work. That has been par- 
ticularly true in some of the projects that I have been familiar with, 
and they get into a considerable expense on relocation. 

Senator Case. Further questions? 

Senator Gore. I want to compliment the gentleman upon his appear- 
ance and his fine statement. 

Senator Kerr. And as I understand it, Mr. Cunningham, you are 
addressing yourself primarily to the situation of municipally owned 
utilities. 

Mr. Cunntnenam. Primarily, although we wouldn’t want the pri- 
vately owned water departments left out. We think they savtehd be 
treated the same. 

Senator Kerr. I mean you are addressing yourself almost entirely 
to water utilities and not to general private utilities. 

Mr. CunntnoHam. Yes. I understand other utilities are here, 
although I think our position is very similar to the other utilities like 
gas and electric, saheatbua: and so forth. 

Senator Kerr. You are not saying anything, however, other than 
with reference to water utilities. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. My report does, Senator. I say in there that I 
think we all ought to be treated alike. I think that isincluded. I made 
reference—— 

Senator Kerr. I want to express my appreciation of your being here 
and of the committee for permitting him to appear at this time, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Casr. We are pleased to hear him. 

The Chair wants to present for the record a statement by Mr. George 
W. Anderson, executive vice president of the American Transit Asso- 
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ciation and to note his presence here this morning and place his state- 
ment in the record. 
(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE W. ANDERSON, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
TRANSIT ASSOCIATION 


The American Transit Association is a voluntary trade association com- 
prising in its membership companies operating motor buses, streetcars, trolley 
coaches and rapid transit facilities, or various combinations thereof, in urban 
and suburban areas in all parts of the United States. The association’s oper- 
ating member companies annually transport more than 80 percent of the transit 
passengers carried in the United States. About 14 billion passengers were 
carried by the transit industry in 1953 and approximately 81,000 passenger 
vehicles of all types were owned by the industry as of December 31 of that year. 

My appearance before this committee, on behalf of the American Transit 
Association, is to point out a conspicuous inequity presently existing in the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 838; U. 8. Code Cong. Service 1944, 
p. 840). 

This act, in substance, authorizes the use of Federal funds to pay the cost 
or relocating facilities of railroads when such facilities are located within a 
highway right-of-way and are involved in a Federal-aid grade crossing project. 
The act authorizes the promulgation of rules and regulations by the Federal Bu- 
reau of Public Roads. Regulations promulgated pursuant thereto relieve railroads 
from the cost of removal or adjustment of their facilities in the elimination of 
railroad grade crossings, notwithstanding State statutory liabilities imposed 
on the railroad to contribute toward the cost of removal or adjustment of 
such facilities. 

The same result does not obtain with respect to urban transit utilities. It 
has been the practice of the Bureau of Public Roads to disallow reimbursement 
to those other than railroads unless it is determined that the nonrailroad utility 
is, by reason of State statute, under no obligation to absorb the cost involved. 
Moreover, the Bureau has followed this practice even though the nonrailroad 
utility’s facilities must be removed or adjusted because of the elimination of 
grade crossings of the railroad. 

This obvious discrimination and inequity is palpably wrong. The accepted 
theory of the expenditure of Federal funds on interstate highways is justified 
by reason of the requirements of the national defense and in travel in the 
promotion of interstate commerce. Benefits from such expenditures of Federal 
funds accrue to the general public whose tax contributions make such expendi- 
tures possible. It is inequitable to levy taxes upon the public in general, in- 
eluding the nonrailroad utilities, and thereafter require such nonrailroad utilities 
to absorb the cost of removal or adjustment of their facilities to make way for 
a Federal-aid highway or railroad grade crossing project, thereby subjecting 
nonrailroad utilities to double taxation. Persons who use the services of the 
nonrailroad utility must pay a rate or tariff sufficient to cover the cost of 
removal or adjustment of the nonrailroad utility’s facilities—this in addition 
to paying their fair share of general taxes levied. 

Let me cite an experience of the Birmingham Transit Co., Birmingham, Ala., 
as an example of the inequities arising from the act. In the city of Birmingham, 
substantially all the vehicular traffic from the downtown area to the eastern part 
of the city, and vice versa, travels over and along First Avenue, North. The 
avenue is some 10 miles in length and is designated United States Highway 
No. 11. In 1914 a viaduct was conducted along this avenue between 26th and 
85th Streets to overpass railroad facilities of the Birmingham Belt Railroad, 
the Louisville & Nashville Railroad, the Southern Railway system, the Seaboard 
Airline Railroad, the switching tracks of the Birmingham Terminal Co., the 
private railroad facilities of the Sloss-Sheffield Steel & Iron Co., and the furnace 
operations of the latter company. The predecessor company in the urban transit 
business installed double street railway tracks over and along this viaduct as a 
part of its transit system from the downtown area to the eastern part of the city. 

In 1948 some 30,000 persons were daily being transported by trolley car to and 
from the downtown area to the eastern part of the city over this viaduct. 
Authorities concluded that the structure was unsatisfactory and decided to 
replace it with a longer, wider, higher viaduct. The project was in the nature 
of reconstruction of a grade separation structure, to be partly financed with 
Federal funds, 
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Forthwith, the city and State entered into a contract with the railroads whose 
facilities were to be overpassed. The contribution of the railroads toward the 
cost of demolition and reconstruction was nominal, being restricted to permanent 
benefits accruing to them. 

A municipal ordinance was adopted (No. 639-F) directing the transit company 
to forthwith remove its facilities from the existing structure at its own expense 
(sec. 6); and that upon completion of the new structure it might reinstall its 
facilities thereon at its own expense (sec. 10). 

In order to continue to serve the public, the transit company was compelled 
to substantially increase its expenses of operation by storing its new electric 
streetcars, renting gasoline motorbuses, and following a circuitous routing in 
order to carry its passengers between the downtown area and the eastern 
section of the city. 

The old viaduct was closed to traffic in March 1949 and the new structure 
opened to traffic in September 1950. The transit company’s net expense of 
removal, adjustment, and restoration of its facilities was $112,564.85. There 
was also a levy of $69,105.57 representing additional integral cost of the new 
viaduct in providing for additional structural strength. Additional operating 
expenses directly attributable to the demolition and reconstruction of the grade 
separation project were in excess of $225,000 a year. As the transit properties 
were at the time operated as a department of Birmingham Electric Co., I could 
not, without going into lengthy detail and the various accounting complications, 
give you precise figures as to the net financial effect of the costs and expenses 
related. I can assure you that the entire period was one of grave financial 
difficulties, and that the viaduct problem accentuated such difficulties tremen- 
dously. I can also assure you that the company’s passengers were ultimately 
required to pay higher tariffs because of the increased expenses growing out of 
additional operating cost and the cost of removal and adjustment of facilities 
These higher tariffs were in addition to taxes levied upon them as part of the 
general public. 

Many public and privately owned urban transit systems in the major cities 
over the United States are operating electric street railroad systems and electric 
trolley coach systems. Like Birmingham Transit Co., they are very vitally 
concerned with the inequities which exist with respect to hearing the cost.of 
removal and adjustment of their facilities in areas where Federal-aid highway 
and railroad grade separation projects are in progress or in prospect. 

Urban transit companies in the United States, by and large, have an extremel) 
difficult financial problem growing out of constantly declining passenger travel 
and constantly mounting operating expenses. Municipal authorities and others 
have given a great deal of thought and have expressed considerable alarm and 
concern with respect to the future of urban transit systems. The inequities 
existing with respect to the Federal-Aid Highway Act subject those companies un- 
fortunate enough to be caught in a highway project to financial blows which the 
majority are ill-prepared to weather. To companies without large retained 
earnings, particularly the smaller ones, the direct and indirect costs of a highway 
project can well be the straw that breaks the camel's back. This is true, even 
though the total annual costs to transit companies as estimated on a nationwide 
basis do not appear large. 

Another difficulty lies in the fact that it is seldom possible for a company to 
make financial plans to meet such costs, as they may be nonexistent or negligible 
year after year and then suddenly appear as a major or even disastrous financial 
burden which the company can only seek to transfer, at least in part, to its 
customers in the form of increased fares. 

In conclusion, it seems to us that the cost of removal and adjustment of non- 
railroad utilities’ facilities in the area of Federal-aid highway construction or 
reconstruction, including railroad grade crossings, should be considered as much 
a part of the construction cost of the highway or railroad crossing project as 
any other cost when such improvements are accruing to the benefit of the general 
public. 

We respectfully request this committee to give due consideration to removal 
of the existing inequities in their deliberation concerning amendments to this 
said act. 

Mr. Anperson. Mr. Chairman, if I may just say this word: I don’t 
want to minimize the importance of this matter to the local transit 
companies. However, the situation is briefly this: There are perhaps 
30 to 40 metropolitan areas where this situation would arise where an 
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electric utility operating street cars or rapid transit service or trolley 
service would have the problem of relocating their rails or overhead 
structures, so this is a very important problem to certain of the transit 
people. 

However, they are comparatively few in number. There is no gen- 
eral situation such as would prevail with respect to water, gas, and 
telephone, and so on. 

I appreciate your putting my statement in the record, and thank 
you very much. 

Senator Casr. Thank you, Mr. Anderson. The statement will be 
received, and you have the assurance that the chairman will read it 
and that members of the staff will read it and study it carefully, and 
we will call it to the attention of all of the members of the committee. 

The committee stands adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 12:20 p. m., the hearing was recessed, to reconvene 
at 2 p.m. of the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


(The hearing reconvened at 2:05 p. m. in room P-38 of the Capitol, 
Senator Bush presiding.) 

Senator Busu. The committee will please be in order. 

Mr. FE. L. Schmidt of the Pennsylvania Highway Department. 

Please come forward, Mr. Schmidt. 

Mr. Schmidt, we are very glad to welcome you here. How do you 
wish to proceed? Do you want to file a statement or do you want to— 

Mr. Scumipr. I would prefer reading the statement. 

Senator Busu. Fine. Will you proceed in your own way, please? 


STATEMENT OF E. L. SCHMIDT, SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF 
HIGHWAYS, COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Scumipt. My name is E. L. Schmidt. As secretary of high- 
ways for the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, I have the honor of 
being head of the organization which is responsible for constructing, 
maintaining, and operating the 41,000-mile State highway system of 
our State. 

The State highway department in Pennsylvania was created in 1903. 
In 1911 the first State highway system was adopted, comprising 8,000 
miles connecting the county seats and principal centers of population. 
By 1931 the system had grown to 13,500 miles. 

Pennsylvania was the first State to recognize its responsibility for 
developing a secondary State highway system in 1931 when 20,000 
miles of the most important local roads were made State highways. 
This system was increased in subsequent years to 25,000 miles. The 
connecting sections of the State highway system through the boroughs 
and cities of our State were made State “highways at an early date 
and our 41,000-mile State highway system consists of: 


Miles of: main' State highwaysoii ali ews Sd. bon es a) lb 12, 800 
Milos of 2nvel tate Dig WOR Gi ais caseip hy qceninsbcindancdcieaumisdndicaiiniesa 25, 300 
Berle OF BStAte Tis aWATS IP  DOPIIIIGE cient neeedachdncivemedictenbeianl 2, 200 
PT OE, TERR Te Fe Si eiscreeecentt mentee Balnecdheeneetinenaines a: 700 








208 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


This mileage represents 41 percent of all the roads and streets in 
our State. The State highway system represents 19 percent of the 
roads and streets in the average State. 

Of this total in Pennsylvania, the entire mileage by the end of 
1954 will have a surface capable of carrying traflic through the four 
seasons of the year. 

Eighty-five percent of our total State highway mileage has a bitu- 
minous macadam or higher type surface as compared with an average 
of 69 percent for the total State highway mileage in the United States. 

From June 1, 1929, to May 31, 195 3, the Pennsylvania Department 
of Highways expended $1,210,972,000 for the construction, reconstruc- 
tion, resurfacing and widening of its State highway sy stem. Of this 
amount $212,622,000 represe snted Federal-aid contributions. The Fed- 
eral aid was only 17.6 percent of the total expenditures. 

During this same period the total expenditures of our department 
for all purposes was $2,080,278,000. The Federal-aid contribution 
noted above was only 10.2 percent of our total costs. 

For the two fiscal years from June 1, 1951, to May 31, 1953, the 
total construction program of our department was $253,440,000, of 
which $39,055,000 represented Federal-aid money and $214,385,000 
State funds. Therefore, in this 2-year period the State fund expended 
for construction accounts in our State were approximately $2 million 
more than the total Federal-aid expenditures in Pennsylvania for 
24 years. 

The above and much additional data have been presented to the 
Public Works Committee of the House of Representatives and the 
Senate and we trust they may be of value in developing an adequate 
highway program for our Nation. 

For many years it has been our considered opinion in Pennsylvania 
that the development of our State highway system is the prime re- 
sponsibility of the States with minimum control and supervision by 
the Federal Government. We believe our record in Pennsylvania 
proves the soundness of our contentions. 

For several years we in Pennsylvania have advocated to the Con- 
gress that the Feder al Government withdraw from the field of gas- 
oline taxation and the proceeds of this tax be returned to the States 
in which it is collected. 

Our position has been supported by the Governors of our State. 

Our State legislature, in a resolution approved by our present Gov- 
ernor, Hon. John §. Fine, has memorialized Congress to take this 
action. Several other States have taken similar courses. 

The conference of State governors, the council of State governments, 
national farm agencies, the American T rucking Association and many 
other interested groups, representing an important cross section of 
our Nation, believe that the Federal Government should withdraw 
from the field of gasoline taxation in favor of the States which have 
demonstrated they are capable, willing and eager to continue a job, the 
major proportion of which they have always financed. 

Despite the merits of our contention, we recognize that time could 
hardly permit this radical change during the current year and that 
Federal aid will probably be continued in its present form. 

Current legislation provides for increasing Federal-aid appropria- 
tions from $575 million per year to $800 million per year, an increase 

of 39 percent. 





<< 
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In considering such an increase we cannot help but wonder whether 
the Federal Congress has studied and analyzed whether the States 
have the necessary funds to match these increased amounts. 

In Pennsylvania, under current revenues, for the 2 fiscal years, under 
discussion by your honorable body, we have about $90 million State 
funds available per year for construction account. Of this amount, 
$20 million must be expended each year for department force con- 
struction to balance our maintenance organization, throughout the 
year, $15 million for securing additional rights-of-way and $6 million 
for State highway and bridge authority rentals to pay interest and 
retirement of bonds. 

These three items total $41 million, which, subtracted from the 
$90 million available, would leave $49 million for physical construc- 
tion plus Federal-aid appropriations. 

Our current Federal-aid subsidy amounts to $26.5 million per year. 
Increasing this amount by 40 percent, in accordance with the bill now 
being considered, would increase Federal aid in Pennsylvania to 
$37 million per year. Subtracting $37 million from the $49 million 
State funds available for physical construction would leave only $12 
million available for 100 percent State construction and we need a 
minimum of $25 million per year for salvaging and resurfacing of 
our existing improved roads. 

We, therefore, make the compromise suggestion that the Federal- 
aid appropriations and allocations be continued at the present level of 
$575 million per year and the 40 percent additional being considered 
by the Congress be given to each State to be used only for construc- 
tion and reconstruction of the primary system and urban connections 
on those roads which are of interstate importance. 

The most important primary roads are the most vital to the economy 
and welfare of our Nation in peace or war. 

The total amount of $800 million being considered by the Congress 
is still considerably less than the 2-cent Federal gasoline tax which 
will be collected in the fiscal years being considered, and it would be 
still better for the vast majority of the States to continue Federal 
aid at $575 million per year and return the proceeds of the one-half 
cent gasoline tax, which must be reenacted on April 1, 1954, to the 
respective States for construction and reconstruction of the main high- 
ways noted above. 

In Pennsylvania we have always objected strenuously to allocating 
Federal funds to specific system of Federal-aid highways. 

In the beginning there was only one system of Federal-aid high- 
ways and that was the primary or regular system. Federal-aid urban, 
secondary, and interstate have been added even though it was known 
the original Federal-aid system could have absorbed every Federal 
and State dollar without correcting the deficiencies in that system. 

We recognize that conditions may be different in other States 
whereby the four classifications may be necessary. 

We, in Pennsylvania, specifically register a protest against the iron- 
clad feature of the present law which prevents transferring Federal 
aid secondary funds from the secondary system to the more important 
roads on the the primary, urban, and interstate systems. Legislation 
now being considered by the Congress would permit transferring 25 
percent of the funds allocated to the secondary system to the primary, 
urban, and interstate systems. 
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Senator Busu. That legislation is in one of these bills? 

Mr. Scumipr. That’s right. I believe it is in the House Bill as 
written now. 

In Pennsylvania there are less than 800 miles of county roads—— 

Senator Busn. You would favor even more discretion than that ? 

Mr. Scumipr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busn. You favor really complete discretion ? 

Mr. Scumipr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busu. You would just like to have—— 

Mr. Scumipr. I will cover that. A little farther on I will cover 
that, if you please. 

Senator Busn. Go ahead. 

Mr. Scumipr. In Pennsylvania there are less than 800 miles of 
county roads, of which more than 500 miles are in one county. ‘There 
are 45,000 miles of township roads, of which more than 17,000 miles 
have an improved surface. Federal-aid secondary funds have been 
offered to the townships with very little response, which has resulted 
in matching Federal-aid secondary funds by the State and utilizing 
the money in reconstructing the most important roads on the State 
highway secondary system. 

These funds can be expended in Pennsylvania to the greater benefit 
of traffic on the primary, urban and interstate systems and we would 
respectfully petition the Congress to amend the present legislation, 
and the new law so written that upon certification of the head of the 
State highway department and the Governor of the State, and ap- 
proved by the Federal Bureau of Public Roads, the Federal appro- 
priations and allocations may be transferred from the secondary 
Federal-aid system to those roads and streets on the Federal-aid pri- 
mary, urban and interstate systems which facilities are of most vital 
importance to the economy of the Nation and the State. 

Pennsylvania, in recommending this change, is not attempting to 
force its ideas and opinions upon other States but is merely asking 
for an optional State right for the benefit of the ever-increasing weight 
and volume of traffic on the most important highways. 

The local road situation in Pennsylvania will not suffer from such 
a change. 

The annual appropriations and allocations of State funds by the 
legislature to the local levels of government in Pennsylvania are as 
follows: 








1, cent per gallon gasoline tax to the counties _.. $13, 000, 000 
For construction, maintenance, and policing of highways in cities, 
boroughs, and townships Be ss i raids muepratiocene! ) 4, GRR BRO 
For construction of highways in cities, boroughs, and townships 
which must be matched by an equal amount of local funds_.______ 4,000,000 
Totaling yearly by State to local governments_______.__.____. 31,000, 000 


There are minimum regulations and restrictions by the State in 
the handling of these funds. 

Qn the national interstate system in Pennsylvania we have ex- 
pended, by far, the largest percentage of our Federal-aid appropria- 
tions to the primary and urban systems. 

We have always recognized, without any action by the Congress, 
that these roads are our most important arteries from the traffic- 
carrying standpoint. 
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Pennsylvania is also opposed to any change in the percentage of 
construction cost to be assumed by the Federal Government. The 
present 50-50 ratio should be continued on all Federal-aid systems. 

It is a recognized fact that when the Federal Government pays a 
larger percentage than the State, the sovereign State then becomes a 
junior partner in the transaction. This, in our opinion, would be a 
catastrophe. 

Nothing that we have said is to be construed as remotely suggesting 
the abolition of the Federal Bureau of Public Roads. We have the 
highest regard and respect for the efficiency of this organization. We 
feel that it should be retained as a consulting, fact-finding, coordinat- 
ing, and cooperative body, but not as an operating agency. This 
would avoid duplication which is now in effect and unduly expensive. 

In Pennsylvania, by constitutional amendment, every dollar col- 
lected by State taxation from the motorist must be utilized for con- 
struction, maintenance, and operation of highways and streets. 

The 1952 Federal automotive excise taxes collected in Pennsylvania 
amounted to $117 million, according to preliminary estimates com- 
piled by the United States Bureau of Public Roads. 

With Federal aid now amounting to $26 million per year, it is evi- 
dent that the Pennsylvania motorist receives only a fractional return 
from the Federal imposts. 

The 2-cent Federal gasoline tax, amounting to $52 million per year 
in Pennsylvania, is double the current Federal aid. 

I am very grateful to your honorable body for granting me the 
time and privilege in presenting the case for Pennsylvania and States 
with similar problems. We have no desire to dominate and trust that 
the flexibility we request will be granted in the new legislation now 
being drafted. 

Thank you. 

Senator Bus. Do you have any questions, Senator? 

Senator Burke. No, sir. 

Senator Busu. I have no questions, Mr. Schmidt. I think that is 
a very interesting statement, and a very able one. I congratulate you 
on it, but I think I won’t ask you any other questions. 

I was going to ask one or two of Mr. Du Pont in relation to your 
testimony. 

You have nothing further to add? 

Mr. Scumipt. Nothing further to add. 

Senator Busu. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Du Pont, could we have you come forward for just a moment? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Yes, indeed. 

Senator Bus. Did you follow the gentleman’s testimony ? 

Are you familiar with his statement and the point he raised ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. I think I have known Mr. Schmidt enough 
years to know what he was going to say in the beginning. 

Senator Busu. I was going to ask you: Would you care to comment 
on the recommendation here to liberalize the use of these funds—in 
other words, not to partition them so closely as the bill does, but give 
the States a good deal more discretion in how to use these Federal 
grants? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Senator Bush, as you may recall, that was 
in Mr. McGregor’s bill of the House and that permitted the shift 
of 25 percent. 
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Senator Busu. Yes; but if I understood the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania correctly, he wants to go further than that. 

* Commissioner Du Pont. In Pennsylvania, undoubtedly, where they 
have an efficient setup—and I am talking from many years’ personal 
knowledge—and have had a pretty big gas tax, there isn’t any ques- 
tion they could take advantage of that on an upgrading basis. 

My answer to Mr. Schmidt is: Why doesn’t he put all of the high- 
ways under his department, and then he wouldn’t have that problem ? 

In other words, they should do it like they do in Virginia, West 
Virginia, and North Carolina, and they wouldn’t have any trouble 
at all. In those States, they just have one highway department and 
they can use that latitude. 

Couldn’t you get away with that up there? 

Mr. Scumipr. I don’t know that I heard you right. 

May I sit here? 

Senator Busu. Yes. 

Commissioner Du Ponr. In Virginia, West Virginia, Delaware, 
and North Carolina, the State highway department has entire juris- 
diction over all of the highways. 

Mr. Scumoipr. In the State? 

Commissioner Du Ponr. In the State. 

So, they don’t get into these wrangles in the counties and jurisdic- 
tions. 

Senator Busn. Isn’t that true in Connecticut, too? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Are you—— 

Senator Busn. I was asking you: Isn’t that true in Connecticut ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. I think there are only five States, as far 
as I know. 

Mr. Curtis. I think the towns in Connecticut—— 

Senator Busn. Oh, towns; yes. 

Mr. Curtts. Yes. 

Senator Busn. That is right. 

Commissioner Du Pont. I am fully in accord with Mr. Schmidt’s 
views for Pennsylvania. I can’t say that it would penalize other 
States where they have not had.as much in the way of funds and 
spent and are spending as much money. 

Senator Busu. Would you think 

Mr. Scumipr. May I ask 

Senator Buscu. May I just pursue this for a moment, please. 

Would you think favorably for an amendment to the bill which 
would give the State on application the right to follow the pattern 
that he suggests? 

Commissioner Du Pont. That is in the present statute, provided the 
State highway department has the entire jurisdiction. — 

Senator Busu. It is? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Yes. 

Senator Busn. So, the solution to the gentleman’s problem seems 
to be in Pennsylvania? 

Commissioner Du Pont. They could solve it. 

Senator Busu. They could solve it? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Yes. 

Of course, I think you can appreciate the tendency is in the State 
that has a lot of secondary roads, that are not improved to shift down- 
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ward instead of upwards, and far be it for me to evaluate that to any 
extent; and your theory and mine is a desire to shift upward. 
Mr. Scumivr. That is right. 
Commissioner Du Pont. But the pressure is to shift downward. 
(Information on the matter under discussion is as follows :) 


EXISTING PROVISIONS FOR TRANSFER OF SECONDARY F'uNDS UNDER CERTAIN 
CONDITIONS 


Section 3 (b) of the Federal-id Highway Act of 1944 reads in part as follows: 
“Provided further, That any of such funds for secondary and feeder roads which 
are apportioned to a State in which all public roads and highways are under the 


control and supervision of the State highway department may, if the State high- 
way department and the Commissioner of Public Roads jointly agree that such 
funds are not needed for secondary and feeder roads, be expended for projects in 
such State on the Federal-aid highway system.” 

The following States qualify under this provision: Delaware, North Carolina, 
West Virginia, District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. 

Transfers have been approved in the following States: Delaware, District 
of Columbia, and North Carolina. 

Section 3 (b) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 which authorized funds 

for projects on the secondary road system reads in part as follows: 
“Provided further, That in any State having a population density of more than 
100 per square mile, as shown by the latest available Federal census, the 
said system may be selected by the State highway department with the approval 
of the Commissioner of Public Roads without regard to included municipal 
boundaries: * * *.” 

The following is a list of States which have population densities of 200 or more 
per square mile according to the 1950 census: Connecticut, District of Columbia, 
Maryland, Massachusetts, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, 
and Puerto Rico. All of the above States have applied secondary funds to 
improvements inside urban areas. 

Senator Busn. I don’t quite understand that upward and down- 
ward shift. 

Commissioner Du Pont. If you have that 25 percent—— 

Senator Busu. Yes. 

Commissioner Du Pont. You can shift it either way. 

Senator Busu. I understand. 

Commissioner Du Pont. Mr. Schmidt’s theory is to shift it upward. 

Senator Busu. Yes. 

Commissioner Du Pont. But I think you have got to go either way. 

Senator Busu. Yes. I understand. 

Thank you very much. 

Do you want to ask any questions? 

Senator Burke. I have no questions. 

Senator Busn. Mr. Du Pont, I think it would be perhaps helpful 
if you sit over here—— 

Commissioner Du Pont. All right. 

Senator Busu. Because we may want to ask you for other comments. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Scumipr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busu. Is Mr. Maddux here yet ? 

Mr. Mappux. Yes; I am here. There are two gentlemen with me 
who are not present yet. If I could stand aside for maybe just one 
witness and then come in, sir 

Senator Busu. We will be glad to have you do that. The only 
reason I called you is that I understood had an airplane connection 
to make and were under some pressure; but we will be glad to go ahead. 

Commissioner Du Pont. This might be an opportune time to intro- 
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duce this article I mentioned concerning the most recent survey, and 
I gave the figures this morning on the amount of toll roads. I gave 
the figure of 2,000 in operation. Actually, that is operation and 
construction. 

This is a summary of the existing highways in operation, author- 
ized and projected. 

Senator Busn. Yes. You were suggesting we put this in the record? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Well, these were the figures, and I was 
simply quoting from memory. 

Senator Busu. Yes. I think it would be well to have these in the 
record. 

So, if there is no objection, we will consider them ordered into the 
record. 

Do you think this whole article ought to be in there, as well as those 
ficures, Mr. Du Pont? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Well, it is an independent analysis of the 
total highway problem by a recognized engineer. 

Senator Bus. I think it would be a good way to preserve it, 
wouldn’t you? 

Commissioner Du Pont. It is factual. 

Senator Busu. Very well. That isa very good suggestion. Thank 
you. 

Commissioner Du Pont. Yes, sir. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


Toit Roaps: A New Survey or PROGRESS AND TRENDS—ToLL HIGHWAY 
CONSTRUCTION TO ReacH PEAK IN 1954 


[An ENR preprint from the issue of January 7, 1954] 
V. T. Boughton, Associate Editor 


The year 1954 promises to set an all-time high in toll-road construction. In 
the year just opening, 9 projects having a total length of nearly 1,100 miles 
and costing $1% billion will be actively under construction. Also, it now 
appears probable that starts will be made on 6 other projects having a total 
length of over 500 miles and costing close to $1 billion. 

The end result will be the addition of 1,600 miles of modern highway to the 
Nation’s basic highway system in areas where better roads are badly needed 
That is highly desirable, and the fact that this additional mileage has been 
attained much more quickly than it could have been by normal highway-financing 
methods doubtless is more significant than is the fact that the cost will be con- 
siderably above the cost of like facilities built without resort to toll financing. 

Acually, if construction costs continue to rise, the cost of the toll highways 
built today may be no more than the same project would cost 3 or 4 years from 
now when it could have been built as a part of the regular Federal-aid road 
program. 

Despite these favorable aspects of toll financing as a means for expanding 
the Nation’s highway building program, there are unfavorable trends that 
need to be recognized and checked, if possible, in the new Federal-Aid Highway 
Act that will be written this year. These are the continued lack of interstate 
planning for toll highways and the perpetuation of toll collection on those high- 
ways long after the time when they shoudl be freed of tolls. 

Toll mileage mounts.—It is just 15 years since work started on this country’s 
first modern general service toll highway, the original 160-mile Pennsylvania 
Turnpike. That facility went into service late in 1940, having been built at a 
cost of about $72 million. It operated in or close to the red during the war 
years, but with the great upsurge of motor-vehicle traffic that followed World 
War II its income rose in a spectacular way and set highway authorities in 
other regions to thinking about meeting their expanding needs by toll financing. 

As a result, there are in service today 840 miles of toll highways and parkways 
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eosting $674 million. Much of the 1,081 miles now under construction will be 
in service by the end of this year and all of it is to be in service before the 
end of 1955, bringing the total mileage in service at that time to 1,921. 

Much more mileage is in various stages of planning, as will be seen by the 
accompanying tables and map. 

The table of Authorized Toll Roads includes all toll roads other than those 
actually under construction that have been the subject of legislative action. 
Some have full legislative authority to start as soon financing can be arranged. 
Others need additional legislative approval before construction can start. A 
few are private undertakings for which the State charters have been issued. 

Despite the fact that each project in this table has been advanced to the point 
of receiving some legislative consideration, a few of the projects have little 
chance of ever being built. 

Rounding out the picture of toll-road planning in this country is the table 
of Other Projected Toll Roads. That one is made up of projects that have not 
reached the stage of legislative action but have been considered or are now 
being studied by some responsible agency such as a state highway department, 
a turnpike authority or a legislative committee. Here again, some of the listed 
projects probably never will go beyond the planning stage. 

How much work ahead.—Any estimate made today of the length of toll high- 
ways that will be built in the years immediately ahead could be .uaterially 
affected by governmental actions. For example, a decision by Congress to grant 
some Federal aid to toll roads, as has been proposed, would increase the mile- 
age very considerably. Similarly, refusal by Congress to make the material 
increase in Federal aid for free roads proposed by the American Association 
of State Highway Officials would almost certainly stimulate toll-road planning. 

Excluding these possibilities for the moment, it can be said with assurance 
that about 1,000 miles of the 5,200 miles of proposed toll roads in the accom- 
panying tables have good prospects and that the prospects for the remainder 
range from fair to poor. 

In other words, the toll highways now in service plus the ones under construc- 
tion or rapidly approaching the construction stage represent the cream of the 
projects that can be financed as toll roads without some form of subsidy. Unless 
some form of subsidy is applied, the total of toll roads to be built in this country 
will not go far above three or four thousand miles. 

Use of subsidies could, however, increase the mileage of new toll-road con- 
struction. One form of subsidy, as noted previously, would be Federal aid. An- 
other would be use of the income from a toll highway that is producing a return 
well above that needed for operating costs and bond retirement to finance exten- 
sions that could not be financed on their own revenue-producing ability. 

A good example of growth through toll-road extensions can be found in the 
link now being built by the New Jersey Turnpike Authority between the New 
Jersey Turnpike at Newark Airport and the Holland Tunnel in Jersey City. 
Strong political pressure was brought on the authority to build that link as part 
of its original undertaking, but the cost, then estimated at about $90 million, was 
so great as to cast doubt on the economic justification for the entire project if it 
had to be included. So it was not included. 

Now that the income from the turnpike that was built has far exceeded expecta- 
tions, the Turnpike Authority finds itself in a position where it can give the 
populous communities of Jersey City and Bayonne the better connections with 
the main stem of the turnpike that they badly need. 

Similarly, in other States having turnpike commissions or authorities, the 
Government can be expected to look to those agencies to build extensions to serve 
areas needing better highway facilities to the extent that the less profitable 
extensions do not make too heavy a drain on the agency’s current source of 
income, especially if the extensions offer fair prospects for developing new 
business for the original project. 

Maine’s northern extension of its turnpike falls into this class, also the north- 
eastern and northwestern extensions of the Pennsylvania Turnpike. 

Turnpike authorities wil be receptive to such a plan since construction of new 
facilities wil make life much more interesting for them and will postpone the day 
when they have to shut up shop because all their bonds have been paid off. 

From the viewpoint of State legislatures, every dollar that can be obtained 
from private sources to extend existing toll highways will mean a dollar of 
regular highway income released to match Federal aid for highway building 


in some other part of the State. Hence State legislatures can be expected to 
favor extensions, 
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Perpetuation of tolls —There is, however, a real danger in the possibility that 
the end result of this trend will be perpetuation of tolls on many highways long 
after the bonds issued to build them have been paid off. 

Connecticut already has perpetuated toll collection on its existing toll park- 
ways and on the proposed Greenwick-Killingly Expressway. Last year the 
legislature specifically authorized continuation of toll collections after bonds 
issued to build those projects have been paid off. 

Hence it is apparent that there is nothing synthetic about the concern of many 
highway officials over the possibility that this country is going to have toll high- 
ways for many more years than is indicated by the bond retirement schedules 
of the toll roads built or soon to be built. 

Federal aid for toll roads.—That possibility of the indefinite continuation of 
tolls is why some students of national highway policy have given thought to 
the use of Federal aid to toll-highway projects as a means for bringing toll high- 
ways within the scope of Federal control. 

Congress could refuse to grant Federal aid to States that continue to supple- 
ment their road-building funds by continuing tolls after bonds have been paid 
off just as it now refuses to grant Federal aid to any State that increases its 
diversions of gas-tax income to other than highway purposes. 

Or Congress might take a more positive step such as authorizing the use of 
Federal aid funds to pay part of the cost of building toll highways, as has been 
proposed by some of those who advocate the construction of more toll roads as 
a means of meeting the Nation’s growing need for main highways. Congress 
then could specify that collection of tolls should not be continued on highways 
built with such Federal aid after the bonds issued to supplement the Federal 
funds had been paid off. 

Obviously such a plan would have the effect of increasing the mileage of toll 
roads built as it would reduce the amount of money to be raised by bond issues. 
That would reduce the amount of income needed from tolls and so would make 
it possible to finance projects that now cannot show enough potential income 
to be attractive to banking houses. 


Toll roads: A change in congressional policy toward toll roads is possible. It 
could increase new construction materially 


Lack of interstate planning.—A change of this kind in Federal highway policy 
would also have an advantage in that it would bring toll road planning within 
control of the United States Bureau of Public Roads. Heretofore the Bureau has 
been able to exercise no control over that planning as no Federal aid could be used 
for toll roads. 

Each toll highway built to date was planned primarily to meet a local need, 
and each was laid out to be certain that it attracted enough traffic to insure a 
return on the investment. 

Regional needs were of secondary importance. In most instances, decisions 
as to where the toll turnpike in one State was to stop at the border of an adjoining 
State were made on the basis of expediency rather than sound regional highway 
planning. 

The best example of this is found in the area between Pittsburgh and Chicago. 
Extension of the Pennsylvania Turnpike to the Ohio line was started before the 
commission that now is building a toll highway across Ohio had been created. 
Similarly, Ohio did its planning before the Indiana commission was set up, and 
now Indiana is starting to build its turnpike before the commission just set up in 
Illinois has had any chance to determine whether it should build any toll high- 
ways, and if so, what point would be best for a connection with the Indiana 
Turnpike. 

The individual State highway departments cannot be blamed for this situation 
because, generally, they had neither the money nor the authority for the planning 
studies that were required, and in most instances, as soon as the State legislature 
decided to build a toll turnpike, planning was vested in a new commission or 
turnpike authority. 

Also, no one foresaw how extensive toll-road development was to be following 
the end of World War II. 

Little can be done now to correct the mistakes that have been made, but if 
Congress takes any action that would materially increase the mileage of toll 
roads built in future years, provision also could be made for fitting those projects 
into the basic interstate system of highways. 

Active discussion due.—That Federal aid for toll highways will come up for 
active discussion when the current session of Congress starts to write a new 





Shap. ormrnmmerennann mee tee >) sex a 


ee 


& 





ors" 


tee 














FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 217 


Federal-Aid Highway Act is obvious. Senator Edward Martin of Pennsylvania, 
chairman of the Senate Public Works Committee, is an outspoken advocate of 
toll highways as a means of meeting the Nation’s highway needs. However, he 
also is an advocate of withdrawal of the Federal Government from the field of 
gasoline taxation, so he may not favor Federal aid for toll highways. 

Senator Francis Case of South Dakota, chairman of the Senate’s Public Works 
Subcommittee on Roads, is strongly in favor of Federal aid for toll roads, under 
careful control. He also favors a large increase in Federal aid to the States. If 
his thinking should prevail, the States would all get much more Federal aid in 
the years immediately ahead and so would have large amounts that they might 
not be able to match easily with income from their own gas taxes. These funds 
could be used to supplement capital from private sources for toll road construc- 
tion. That could result in a large increase in toll highways. 

Where the Bureau of Public Roads will stand on this subject is not known. 
Traditionally it has been opposed to toll roads in the past. But now it has a 
new head—Commissioner Francis V. du Pont—and has lost some of its past 
policymakers through retirement and death. As a result, uncompromising oppo- 
sition to toll roads on the part of the Bureau of Public Roads may be a thing of 
the past. Whatever the Bureau’s new policy may be, it will have an important 
bearing on whether toll-road building will drop off sharply from the peak it will 
reach this year or will continue active for several years to come. 


Toll roads: Interest in privately sponsored toll highway projects is declining 


Private toll projects out-—The possibility that any one of the four privately 
sponsored toll projects listed in the table of authorized projects ever will be built 
as a private undertaking appears remote. Some of them, however, probably will 
be built as public projects. They have been included with the authorized projects 
because the corporations sponsoring them still have valid charters granting them 
power to build a toll highway if they can find financial backers. 

There is where the pinch comes. Banking houses just are not interested in 
the bonds of private companies planning to build toll roads. Presumably the 
bankers realize that if any project is needed badly enough, it will be built ulti- 
mately by a public agency. ‘ 

New York State, with over 400 miles of its projected 535-mile system of toll 
throughways in various stages of construction, is far ahead of all the other States 
in the volume of work being pushed to completion. Some sections of New York’s 
throughway already are in use (tentatively as free roads), and the State hopes to 
have most of the highway except the big Hudson River crossing ready for service 
before the end of this year. 


WORK NOW IN PROGRESS 


Work in Ohio pushed.—Ohio with its 241-mile cross-State toll highway, will 
stand in second place for volume of work this year. Nearly three-quarters of 
an estimated $212 million in construction contracts for the project had been 
let by the end of last year. The remainder will follow early this year. Com- 
pletion date is set for October 1955. It could be delayed by a current contro- 
versy over the location of one section of the highway. 

More work in New Jersey.—New Jersey has two toll-road building agencies, 
the New Jersey Turnpike Authority—which built and now operates the 118- 
mile New Jersey Turnpike—and the New Jersey Highway Authority—which 
was set up in 1952 to complete the 165-mile Garden State Parkway as a toll- 
financed undertaking. 

The highway authority began letting construction contracts in August 1952. 
By the end of 1953 it had about $120 million worth of work under contract, rep- 
resenting 130 miles of parkway. 

Two sections of this parkway had been built by the State highway department 
as free roads before the highway authority took over. Another section has been 
opened since then, and the authority expects to have many more miles in service 
by summer and the whole parkway completed except for minor details by the 
end of the year. 

Later in 1953 initial contracts were let by the New Jersey Turnpike Authority 
for what will be the most costly toll project yet undertaken, the 8-mile link between 
the New Jersey Turnpike at Newark Airport and the Holland.Tunnel under the 
Hudson River at New York. That highway is now estimated to cost $104 million, 
or $13 million a mile. 

The first contracts were for work on the substructure of the major element of 
the project, a long high-level bridge over Newark Bay. Other contracts will be 
let soon so that a good start can be made on the project in the spring. 
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Two other projects that will reach their construction peaks this year are the 
West Virginia Turnpike and the Delaware River extension of the Pennsylvania 
Turnpike. The former is through mountainous country involving very heavy 
grading—deep cuts and many high fills—for much of its 88 miles. 

Because of the high cost, only 2 of the projected 4 lanes of this highway are 
being completed and paved this year, with an additional climbing lane on steep 
grades. 

All grading work is well along. Paving contracts have been let, with a start 
of paving set for April and the highway due to be in service by late summer. 

Completion this year also is scheduled for the 33-mile extension of the Penn- 
sylvania Turnpike to the Delaware River between Philadelphia and Trenton 
where a connection is planned with the New Jersey Turnpike. 

Work starts in New England.—First contracts have been let on two projects 
in New England, a 66-mile extension of the Maine Turnpike and a 40-mile turn- 
pike up the Merrimack River Valley in New Hampshire from the Massachusetts 
line to Concord. Soth will get underway actively this spring. Somewhat later, 
work will start on still another toll road in New Hampshire, which in effect 
will be a 20-mile northerly extension of the present New Hampshire Turnpike. 
Like the Maine Turnpike, both new highways in New Hampshire are designed 
primarily for out-of-State summer tourist travel. 


PROJECTS TO START IN 1954 


In addition to this second toll road in New Hampshire there are four much 
larger projects on which some construction is expected to get underway this year. 
They are the East-West Toll Road in Massachusetts, the Greenwich-Killingly 
Expressway across Connecticut, the Northeastern Extension of the Pennsylvania 
Turnpike, and the Indiana Turnpike. 

A route for the projected toll highway across Massachusetts from the Boston 
metropolitan area to the New York State line, where a connection with the New 
York Thruway system is proposed, has been approved by the Commissioner of 
Public Works, which clears the way for the turnpike commission to make definite 
plans for financing the work. Meanwhile, engineering work is being pushed in 
“the hope that actual construction can start late this coming spring. That high- 
way will be 123 miles long and cost around $200 million. 

The 130-mile toll expressway across Connecticut is designed to provide relief 
for present overloaded highway along the coast—U. S. Route 1—as far as New 
London. Two sections, totaling 10 miles, already have been built with regular 
Federal-aid highway funds. Last year, as a means for speeding completion, 
legislation was passed authorizing toll financing. Traffic and cost studies are 
nearing completion. If they are favorable, financing probably can be arranged 
in time to start construction of additional sections this year. 

Late in 1953 the way was cleared for start of construction on a connection 
between the New Jersey and Pennsylvania turnpikes. Work on that connection 
has been held up by a legal obstacle involving construction of a second bridge 
across the Delaware River in the area served by the existing Burlington-Bristol 
toll bridge. That structure is entirely inadequate as a link between the two 
turnpikes. 

Work on the link between the two turnpikes will be started as soon as possible 
because it will be badly needed when the Pennsylvania Turnpike extension to the 
Delaware River is opened. And as completion of that link will add materially 
to traffic on the New Jersey Turnpike between Camden and the north end, the 
New Jersey Turnpike Authority is expected to start soon to construct additional 
lanes in that area where there are only four lanes at present. 

Also in 1953 Governor Fine of Pennsylvania announced that work will start 
in the near future on the projected northeastern extension of the Pennsylvania 
Turnpike. Its actual location has not been revealed but it is expected to start 
at some point on the new Delaware River extension north of Philadelphia and 
run north to the anthracite coal region. 

Still farther west, planning for the 156-mile toll highway across northern 
Indiana also is in an advanced stage. The toll road commission received a 
favorable report on potential income late last year and three weeks ago com- 
pleted financing arrangements. Engineering work has been advanced to the 
point where some.construction contracts could be let soon, now that the bonds 
have been sold. Cost of this project is put at $280 million. 
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PROJECTS FOR THE FUTURE 


A glance at the map and at the tables of authorized and projected toll roads 
indicates that many more miles of such highways are in some stage of study 
by responsible agencies—State highway departments, turnpike commissions or 
legislative committees. It now appears probable that some of the ones in the 
more populous areas will be built in the relatively near future. 

Into that class can be put three of the authorized sections of New York's 
thruway system. They are the New England Thruway, which will link the 
Greenwich-Killingly Expressway in Connecticut with the expressway system 
of New York City; the link between the main stem of the thruway and the 
New Jersey Turnpike; and a link between the thruway and the western end 
of the toll road across Massachusetts. The latter would require construction 
of a high-level bridge over the Hudson River south of Albany. 


Toll roads: Interest is declining in long toll highways to resort areas of the 

South and only one is planned in the Far West 

Roads to serve the South.—Two years ago when a similar review of the toll- 
road situation was made by this journal, there was considerable interest in new 
routes to Florida resort xreas. Today, except for the Richmond Petersburg 
project and a proposed 45-mile toll highway from Louisville to Elizabethtown 
in Kentucky on a proposed expressway from the Great Lakes to the Gulf, 
there is less interest in building sections of any of the major routes as toll 
facilities. 

The 88-mile West Virginia Turnpike, which now is expected to go into service 
late this year, is on one of those routes. It is through mountainous country 
and is costing over $1 million a mile despite economies made in the initial 
construction. Two years ago, when its construction was assured, plans were 
being made by a private company, the Old Dominion Turnpike Corp., for a 
highway that would extend the same route across the even more mountainous 
western tip of Virginia to the North Carolina line. And in North Carolina, 
preliminary planning had started on a project to continue the same route across 
that State to the South Carolina line, 

Now, both those projects are shelved waiting to see whether the West Virginia 
Turnpike turns out to be a paying preposition. 

Similarly, in Georgia, where the legislature in 1952 set up a turnpike authority 
and authorized it to build a 65-mile section of the proposed Lake-Gulf Express- 
way, interest in toll roads declined when that project was found to be without 
economic justification. 

Within recent weeks there has been some evidence of revived interest in 
toll highways in Georgia. A bill, said to have the Governor's backing, has 
been proposed to the legislature to authorize a $225 million cross-State toll 
highway along the route of the Lake-Gulf Expressway. However, a few weeks 
earlier the Governor did not go to a conference of Governors from States through 
Which that expressway would pass, sending word that he was interested pri- 
marily in modernizing main routes across Georgia as free roads. 

Tennessee’s Governor expressed like views at the conference. 

Florida project delayed.—Until the early part of November the stage ap 
peared to be all set in Florida for a start on building the first section of a 
projected toll highway from Jacksonville to Miami. Late in 1952 a favorable 
income report had been made on that undertaking and a somewhat less favorable 
report on the projected cross-State route, but because of opposition to the pro- 
posed new highway along the east coast from motel owners and some towns 
on the old highway, the legislature had authorized construction of only 110 
miles northward from Miami. 

However, the recent death of Gov. Dan McCarty put an opponent of the 
toll highway plans into the Governor's chair and now the whole proposal 
is-so deeply involved in politics that no banking house could be expected to 
take bonds of the new turnpike authority until its power to issue bonds is 
cleared up, which probably will not occur until the legislature meets again 
in 1955. 

Midwest toll roads —Turning now to the Central States, no economic study 
has been made of the proposed toll road cutting diagonally across Ohio, so 
little is known concerning its prospects as an income producer. Much the 
sume can be said about the three toll reads proposed for Tllinois. Until the 
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recent change in State administration, no one in authority in Illinois was espe- 
cially interested in toll roads. Sentiment now has changed somewhat and a 
toll-road commission has just been set up. 

Economic studies are being made for a proposed toll road cutting diagonally 
across Wisconsin from the Illinois line northwest of Chicago toward the Twin 
Cities, and for an east-west toll road across lowa. Prospects for these ventures 
do not appear bright. They might be improved if Illinois builds the toll highways 
now proposed for the northern part of the State. 

Michigan set up a turnpike authority late last year. It is having economic 
studies made for a 102-mile toll road north from the State line near Toledo 
to Detroit and on up to Bay City. As there is a good four-lane highway from 
Toledo to Detroit, there may be difficulty in showing economic justification for a 
parallel route on which tolls would be collected. 

Michigan also is studying the possibility of building a 176-mile toll highway 
westerly across the State from the end of the Willow Run Expressway at 
Ypsilanti to the Indiana line near New Buffalo. Preliminary studies of potential 
traffic are said to be favorable despite the fact that such a highway would be 
closely parallel to the Indiana Turnpike. 

Planning in the Southwest.—The big sprawling toll-road net shown on the 
map in the Kansas-Oklahoma-Texas region actually is not as impressive as 
it appears at first glance. The only piece actually built is from Oklahoma City 
to Tulsa, a distance of 88 miles. Construction of the 310 additional miles in 
Oklahoma has been authorized, if income studies prove to be favorable. But 
financing these studies has been blocked by the Oklahoma Free Roads Association, 
which was organized recently to stop the building of more toll roads until more 
is known about the income and operating costs of the present toll road between 
Oklahoma City and Tulsa. 

In Kansas, a turnpike authority has been set up with power to build a toll 
highway from Kansas City to Topeka, if cost and traffic studies are favorable. 
Those studies are expected to be completed by March. The authority also can 
make studies of the proposed extension to link up with the projected Oklahoma 
system. 

The big mileage of authorized toll roads shown for Texas is made up almost 
entirely of private projects for which charters have been granted. Since those 
charters were issued, a turnpike authority has been set up with power to build 
a toll road from Dallas to Fort Worth. Also, after February 26, 1955, if the 
private corporations have not succeeded in financing their projects, this authority 
may build toll roads to serve any or all areas proposed to be served by the private 
companies. 

Little interest in the Far West.—Except for the completed Denver-Boulder 
Turnpike, there are no toll-road projects in the Mountain States or on the 
Pacific coast and little interest in them. Only in Washington has toll planning 
gone far enough to result in definite legislative action. There the powers of the 
Washington Toll Bridge Authority have been enlarged to permit it to build a 
road from Tacoma to Everett, about 70 miles, if financing can be arranged. 


TOLL ROADS NOT THE ANSWER 


One significant fact stands out in this survey of toll-road developments. It is 
that construction of toll highways is not the answer to this country’s highway 
problem. The answer must lie in an expanded program of construction of 
free highways. 

Toll financing has made it possible to meet a few of the Nation’s most 
critical needs for highways and major bridges. It can be expected to help in 
a few more areas. But even if all of the toll-highway projects now under study 
can be financed by that means—which is highly improbable—the total mileage 
built in that way still would be only a fraction of this country’s urgent highway 
requirements. 

That hard fact needs to be recognized in Congress and by the legislature of 
each State. Unless it is recognized, and unless steps are taken now to increase 
greatly the amount of money that is available to State highway departments 
and city public-works departments for construction or reconstruction of high- 
ways and through streets, congestion on highways and streets will grow 
progressively worse instead of better. 

Toll financing cannot possibly solve their most critical problems. Hence post- 
poning action on a large increase in the normal highway- and street-building 
program in the vain hope that an answer will be found in toll roads would be 
a grave mistake. 





OS TR RE 





oS 


ee 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


TABLE I—Summary of toll roads 
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| Length Cost 
Miles 
Toll roads in service. -. ‘ = . } 840 574, 000, 000 
Toll roads under construction. - . .- a 1,081 | 1, 497, 000, 000 
Authorized toll roads 3, 056 3, 573, 000, 000 
Other projected toll roads . : 1, 927 2, 075, 000, 000° 
Total : ; 6, 904 7, 819, 000, 000 
TABLE II.—Toll roads in service 
Name Length Cost 
| 
— —— oi a | 
| Miles 
Overseas Highway (to Key West, Fla.) ‘ a | 122 $8, 500, 000 
Pennsylvania Turnpike. = eee ioc | 327 240, 750, 000 
Westchester County (N. Y.) Parkways : 2é 25, 000, 000 
Merritt and Wilbur Cross Parkways in Connecticut istchetieekaias we 67 38, 000, 000 
Maine Turnpike_--- seindedibiindimeniidie enntalilip iki cadeidandall 44 20, 600, 000 
Buccaneer Trail, Fla..-- seek aalicd | 17 4, 600, 000 
New Hampshire Turnpike... _............-.---- ‘ 15 7, 500, 000 
New Jersey Turnpike - - - saps tidang rine Gils dent atic Eslonaenstteeaiok | 118 285, 000, 000 
Denver-Boulder Turnpike elsecehininiots ; a ‘ | 17 6, 000, 000 
Turner Turnpike (Oklahoma) -...--.........-- seed cndialighadinaiadicitie Lasik’ 88 | 38, 000, 000 
ngs A ks eas Se Sei. kabbmat 840 | 673, 950, 000 
TABLE III.—Toll roads under construction 
! 
Name Length Cost 
| 
Miles 
I Ta: tiec anion sot lactieneahiaiaa 66 $55, 000, 000 
New Hz am pshire-M assachusetts line to Concord_.- : + 40 26, 000, 000 
Se i, os assiedceibhines hues Udeatesatnidceckisadwlinn | 427 500, 000, 000 
Southern State Parkway, N. Y-.----..-- erEgvethae aa moana an 13 1 40, 000, 000 
New Jersey Turnpike, Hudson County PUAN Ss ina Nese i. aoe ‘ 8 104, 000, 000 
Garden State Parkway, N. J...-.-- ; iy ceeiitiad wat 165 | 285, 000, 000 
Pennsylvania Turnpike, Delaware River extension_- ienbenscedeonndepnamm: | 33 | 65, 000, 000 
Ohio Turnpike eee See been Ridndedéssnenne : | 241 | 326, 000, 000 
West Virginia Turnpike. ---- 7 : iehanacaiccus ~*enae Eoewncl 88 | 96, 000, 060. 
incu cumubpipihantnttttnswedbaibiaiebidaesegngaatensdeviinntimmaed | 1,081 | 1,497, 000, 000 





1 Cost of widening only. 
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Senator Busu. Mr. Falck. 

Mr. Fauck. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busu. Will you sit right there, please, and give your name 
to the clerk ? . 

Do you wish to make a formal statement, or how do you wish to 
proceed ¢ 

Mr. Faucx. I would like to read my statement and make a few 
prefatory remarks. 

Senator Busu. All right; then you proceed in your own way. 

Is it a long statement ? 

Mr. Farck. It is four pages. I don’t think it will take over 5 or 6 
minutes. 

Senator Busu. All right. ; 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD FALCK, CONSULTING ENGINEER, WASH- 
INGTON, D. C., REPRESENTING KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT 
CO., KANSAS CITY, MO.; ALABAMA POWER CO., BIRMINGHAM, 
ALA.; GEORGIA POWER C0., ATLANTA, GA.; VIRGINIA ELECTRIC 
& POWER CO., RICHMOND, VA.; PORTLAND GAS & COKE CO., 
PORTLAND, OREG.; SOUTHERN COUNTIES GAS CO. OF CALIFOR- 
NIA, LOS ANGELES, CALIF.; SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS CO., 
LOS ANGELES, CALIF.; INDIANA GAS & WATER C0O., INC., INDI- 
ANAPOLIS, IND.; AND COMMONWEALTH NATURAL GAS CORP., 
RICHMOND, VA. 


Mr. Fatcx. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is 
Edward Falck. Iam a consulting engineer, with offices in Washing- 
ton, D. C. I am appearing before your committee today on behalf 
of the following electric and gas utility companies: 

Kansas City Power & Light Co., Kansas City Mo. 

Alabama Power Co., Birmingham, Ala. 

Georgia Power Co., Atlanta, Ga. 

Virginia Electric & Power Co., Richmond, Va. 

Portland Gas & Coke Co., Portland, Oreg. 

Southern Counties Gas Co. of California, Los Angeles, Calif. 
Southern California Gas Co., Los Angeles, Calif. 

Indiana Gas & Water Co., Inc., Indianapolis, Ind. 
Commonwealth Natural Gas Corp., Richmond, Va. 

I am also authorized to say my statement reflects the views of Con- 
solidated Natural Gas Co. This company is a holding company 
which has operating subsidiaries in West Virginia, Pennsylvania, 
Ohio, and New York, and serves in excess of 1 million customers 
directly and some 500,000 customers indirectly, comprising a total 
population of seven or eight million people. 

I might point out also the California companies serve in excess of 
1 million gas consumers, and also that the Alabama and Georgia power 
companies, which are part of the Southern Service Co. system, serve 
in excess of a million electric customers. 

These companies are situated in various parts of the country, Mr. 
Chairman. 
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I merely mention that fact to indicate there is some widespread 
interest in the issue that I would like to comment upon before your 
committee, and I might say also that this issue, which is the question 
of reimbursement to utilities, i is widespread not only in a geographic 
sense, but also from the standpoint that it involves every type of 
utility, water companies, publicly and privately owned, electric com- 
panies, gas companies, telephone and telegraph companies. 

So far as I know, there is a greater unanimity of opinion among 
all these utility companies, public, private, and ‘cooperative, on this 
subject than in any other that has come to my attention in the last 
20 years following utility matters. 

We have such an association as the National Association of Rail- 
road and Utility Commissioners recommending the same legislation 
as the National Institute of Municipal Law Officers and the National 
Association of Rural Electric Cooperatives. 

All these electric and gas utilities maintain extensive and complex 
systems of underground ‘and overhead transmission and distribution 
facilities, many of which are located along or across the public streets 
and State and Federal highways. 

In recent years, the construction of improved highways, express- 
ways and freeways under the terms of the Federal-Aid Highw ay Act 
of 1944, as amended, has required these utilities to remove and relocate 
parts of their transmission and distribution facilities at tremendous 
cost. 

The companies have had to bear the entire cost of such removals, 
relocations, and abandonments. 

Relocation costs become a part of the total cost of service for rate- 
making purposes and are ultimately borne by the electric and gas 
consumers. 

We feel that the people who use the highways should pay for 
these costs incurred by reason of the necessary removal of utility 
plants. 

I understand that in one section of one of the bills that is pending 
before you, S. 2982, introduced by Senator Martin of Pennsylvania, 
section 10, the provision is to the effect that it would direct the Secre- 
tary of Commerce to work with the State highway departments to 
make a study of this problem of utility reimbursement. 

We believe that oh a proposed study is not necessary because a 
great deal of information on the subject is already available, par- 
ticularly on the question of the estimated cost that would be involved, 
as another witness will testify here of the NARUC. 

The report has been made at the request of that organization cover- 
ing 12 States and, on the actual experience of those 12 representative 
States, the cost involved in utility reimbursement would come to 
less than 5 percent of the Federal-aid appropriation. 

Because of the enlarged scope of the highway improvement pro- 
gram, contemplated in the bills that are ending before you, we feel 
and we agree that the program is in the national interest and in 
the interest of national defense. 

We feel that the outcome would be a great increase in the future in 
the costs incurred by utilities. 

The type of highways that are built now, 4 or 6 lanes, or more, 
and going straight through major urban centers, has dislocated a 
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good deal more utility plants than in the past because of highway 
design. 

In Kansas—— 

Senator Bus. When you speak of “plant”—— 

Mr. Faucx. I mean facilities. 

Senator Busu. Yes. 

Mr. Fauck. In the case of electrical 

Senator Busu. Wires? 

Mr. Faucx. Yes, and transformers, and in the cities a lot of trans- 
formers are in vaults underneath the streets, and safety regulators, 
safety devices, as well as conduit 

Senator Burke. May I ask a question ? 

Senator Busu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Burke. Were you at the hearing this morning? 

Mr. Faucx. Yes, sir. 

Senator Burke. Senator Kerr raised a question as to whether there 
was any distinction between the taking of property in a relocation of 
a highway and what might be described as the dislocation of an 
easement. 

Do you recognize that distinction ? 

Mr. Farcx. Well, I am not an authority on that subject, Senator 
Burke. I am an engineer, and not a lawyer, and, therefore, I wouldn’t 
be competent to pass on a legal question or even give an opinion on it. 

My approach to this problem, if I may volunteer it, is more to a 
question of equity than law and the burden of my testimony is on the 
equities of this situation rather than on the legalities. 

I, personally, believe that the consequence of any necessary expendi- 
ture over which management has no control is a form of tax. I know 
in the legal sense it is not a tax, but it is a necessary payment toward 
a public improvement which is involved and it is one over which the 
management of the utility company has no discretion. He has to pay. 
He has to defray these expenses when the project comes along and goes 
through his v' stem and, in that sense, I think equitable considerations 
of taxation should apply rather than any strict interpretation as to 
whether the company, in the absence of favorable consideration by 
your committee, might be able to sustain a lawsuit in the courts. 

Senator Burke. You mean he has to pay because he has a revocable 
easement in the street? 

Mr. Faucx. He has to pay because he is there, if you please, at the 
will of the State or local authority. He is permitted to be there. He is 
there on an at-will basis. If the municipality or State tells him to get 
off, he has to get off; but he doesn’t have any control over either the 
time, the extent or the amount of expenditure. It is not a managerial 
expenditure. It is an expenditure forced upon him by public authority 
and, in that sense, it seems to me it is like a tax he is forced to pay 
toward something that contributes to a public improvement. 

At least that is the viewpoint I have on the matter. 

Because of the enlarged scope, as I said, this problem while serious 
already, will become more serious in the future. 

Just for one of the companies I am representing here, the Kansas 
City Power & Light Co., we have already looked at a plan of the 
Missouri Highway Department, the city planning commission, going 
from today up through 1970, and that plan indicates just a tremendous 
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further burden that will be paid for by the company unless some relief 
is prov ided for. 

How much of that total city improvement plan will be through Fed- 
eral aid and how much through local taxes, 1 don’t know; but looking 
at the thing from the standpoint of the future it does seem clear to us, 
with the continuation of Federal aid, there will be serious problems in 
the future—if not for that company, then for another, which brings 
me to another point. The incidence of this burden is very accidental. 
A very large burden can come to a small company which doesn’t have 
the ability to pay. Another very large company, with great ability 
to pay, might have no burden whatsoever. 

So, again from the standpoint of the principles and equitable taxa- 
tion, it seems to me an improper approach. It seems to me the burden 
of these accidental relocations, which fall with the different pattern 
and weight on companies, should be spread with greater uniformity 
and justice around the country. 

The utilities are obligated to serve the general public in their service 
area at rates which are fixed by public authority as being “just and 
reasonable.” 

The costs of necessary relocation of utility plant become a part of the 
total cost of service for ratemaking purposes and are ultimately borne 
by the consumers. 

We feel there is no logical reason why these electric and gas con- 
sumers should pay twice, once through the Federal taxes and the 
second time through an increase in utility rates for a portion of the 
cost to Federal-highway improvements. 

It would be more equitable, in our opinion, if the burden of high- 
way improvements fell on taxpayers and the country as a whole 
rather than on the utility rate payer who, by accident of geographic 
location, is supplied from a utility system, part of whose facilities 
are necessarily dislocated by a Federal-highway improvement project. 

Other witnesses have mentioned the fact that the Congress has 
already provided reimbursement for the railroads, and on that I 
would just say, without having any knowledge of the equities on the 
railroads, since I don’t happen to have e xperience in that field, I can’t 
see any reason for treating utility companies differently from the 
railroads. 

Apart from equity, I would like to suggest for your consideration 
another factor which I think is quite important and would be a con- 
structive factor. It seems to me a reimbursement provision would 
provide an incentive for the planners of highway projects, the engi- 
neers, civil engineers and the highway experts to select routes and 
designs that would minimize the number and the extent and the cost 
of the utility dislocation. 

If the engineers and planners of the project take into account all 
of the costs, including the cost of the atility dislocations, they may 
frequently arrive at a different route or different. specification. 

Since these costs are in reality a component part of the total cost 
of highway improvement, irrespective of who may pay for them, 
they should be given consideration and weight at the time the decision 
is made as to which is the best of several alternative routes and designs. 

I believe Congressmen Bennett and Jackson of Florida this morn- 
ing pointed out a change of 2 or 3 blocks in the improvement going 
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through Jacksonville might have avoided a substantial part of the 
cost. 

We know that is true in many other cities. 

This is fundamentally good, economic engineering. 

In other cases a design calling for an elevated expressway through 
a congested area instead of an underpass would have substantially 
reduced, if not entirely eliminated, the problem of relocating under- 
ground utility facilities, 

That would have been the case in the expressway through Kansas 
City, to which I referred before. If they had built the elevated high- 
way rather than an underpass, a tremendous cost would have been 
saved insofar as utility relocation is concerned. 

In this way, the planners and engineers would arrive at the most 
efficient and less costly solution from an overall standpoint. 

Taking into consideration all of the costs, including the costs of 
necessary relocation of utility facilities, would be helpful in arriving 
at the most economic solution, and this would, in my opinion, be a 
direct benefit to the national economy. 

I think the present method, where the burden of the cost does not 
have to be comprehended or included as a cost by those who are plan- 
ning the route, may lead to wasteful and extravagant decisions. 

It is usually pretty good business practice in allocating your assign- 
ment costs to make the person who is responsible equate all the costs 
involved in the project against the revenues and benefits. 

Yesterday I understand that Senator Ed Johnson of Colorado 
introduced an amendment to Senate bill S. 2982, which would 
authorize reimbursement to utilities for the cost of necessary highway 
relocation. 

On behalf of the electric and gas companies that I am representing 
here I would like to say they are in full accord with the principles of 
the Johnson amendment to that bill. 

I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your courtesy. 

Senator Burke. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Busn. The Senator from Ohio. 

Senator Burke. Does Senator Johnson’s bill set up a formula for 
reimbursement or do you have a formula ? 

In other words, supposing a powerline had been in the street for 
20 years and it became necessary for the utility to remove it—I suppose 
that would be a depreciated facility—would the utility be paid the full 
cost of the installation of a new powerline? 

Mr. Fanuc. I have not worked out, or been asked to, any language 
and I am sure the committee has available many experts in legislative 
draftsmanship to do that; but utilities should not be entitled, in my 
opinion, to anything more than the net depreciation value or the net 
depreciated cost of the facilities removed. 

Senator Burke. That is why I wondered whether a formula had 
been set up. 

Mr. Faicx. I don’t think anybody here is seeking any profit or 
any windfall. 

I think they should only be recompensed for their actual out-of- 
pocket disbursements or losses resulting from the relocation. 

Senator Busu. Are there any other questions? 

Senator Burke. No. 

Senator Busu. Thank you very much, Mr. Falck. 
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Mr. Fatcx. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Sampson of Omaha. 

Mr. Sampson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busn. Will you come forward, please ? 

Mr. Sampson. I have a brief statement I would like to read, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Busu. Will you give your name and identify yourself for 
the record, please, and then proceed in your own way ? 


STATEMENT OF CLIFFORD L. SAMPSON, OPERATING VICE PRESI- 
DENT, NORTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE CO., OMAHA, NEBR. 


Mr. Sampson. My name is Clifford L. Sampson and I reside in 
Omaha, Nebr. I am operating vice president of Northwestern Bell 
Telephone Co. which furnishes service in Nebraska, North Dakota, 
South Dakota, Minnesota, and Lowa. 

Northwestern Bell Telephone Co. is 1 of the 21 operating companies 
of the Bell System which provide telephone service throughout the 
48 States. 

I am appearing before the committee not only for my own company 
but in behalf of all of the Bell System operating companies. 

I appreciate very much this opportunity to present to the committee 
a problem which not only confronts all telephone companies and their 
subscribers, but also the users of all other utility services. 

This problem arises as a result of the existing Federal-aid highway 
laws as administered by the Bureau of Public Roads. 

As the committee knows, water, gas, transit, telegraph, telephone, 
and all other utilities facilities, both publicly and pr ‘ivately owned, in 
general have portions of their facilities located within the public 
highw: ay rights-of-way. 

In my own company there are about 50,000 miles of pole line on 
public rights-of-way. 

In the construction and reconstruction of Federal-aid highway 
projects such facilities frequently must be relocated to accommodate 
the highway work. Under the administration of existing highway 
acts, the cost of such relocation in general is borne by the utilities 
and the users of their services. 

For a number of reasons we have long felt that such costs should be 
treated as a part of the cost of constructing the highways and should 
be borne from Federal-highway funds. 

Many years ago telephone companies generally were granted the 

right to use the highw: ays of the several ‘States. Usually this right 
was granted by the State legislatures, and has been extended not only 
to telephone companies but to other utilities simply as a gratuity in 
order to favor the utilities companies. It is a historical fact that 
such rights were granted for the purpose of promoting the public 
interest by encouraging the development of utility services within the 
States. 

It was recognized that if the utilities were forced to construct all 
of their plant on private rights-of-way their costs would be tre- 
mendously increased, with resuting higher subscriber rates, which 
would tend to stifle utility development. 

Indeed, particularly in urban communities, there is no possible way 
in which water, communication, and other utility services could be 
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carried to a particular piece of property except through use of the 
public rights-of-way. Mo deny that use would be to deny those 
services to the public. 

Furthermore, it has been recognized that the use of highways for 
utility facilities is a proper use since it relieves the roads of the burden 
of additional travel which would otherwise be necessary. Such a 
concept has largely contributed to the development of the most 
comprehensive communications system in the world. 

There are now more than 50 million telephones interconnected in 
the United States—more than in all the rest of the world. The public 
has an interest in all proper highway uses equally as much as it has 
an interest in vehicular travel. 

The utilities have spent vast sums of money for the construction 
and development of the facilities within the different States in reliance 
upon the rights granted them to occupy the highway rights-of-way. 
In many States this right to use the Gates is considered to be a 
property right, but whether it be called a property right, a license or 
what not, the point is that the utilities are not trespassers on the 
highways but have been invited there in the interest of developing 
economical utility service for the benefit of the public. 

The problem to be met is who should pay the bill when that 
occupancy is disturbed. 

The costs of providing any utility service can be met, of course, 
only through rates collected from those who use the service. There- 
fore, costs imposed upon a utility to relocate its facilities to accom- 
modate Federal-air highway construction is actually a burden which 
falls upon the customers or users of the service. 

Mr. McDonald, former Commissioner of Public Roads, officially 
recognized this fact when he testified before the House Public Works 
Committee in 1944 in support of a provision to relieve railroads of 
relocation costs. At that time Mr. McDonald pointed out that if the 
railroads were required to contribute their funds toward elimination 
of grade crossings, such funds would have to be gathered from those 
who used the railroads. 

This is true, of course, with respect to any utility service. The 
user must pay all of the costs of providing that service. 

Senator Bus. With respect to this 50,000 miles of pole system of 
yours, have you any estimate of the cost of relocation that you sus- 
tained in 1953 or 1952? 

In other words, what is the size of the money that the Northwest. 
Bell System is talking about in its complaint here or its suggestion ? 

Mr. Sampson. I don’t have the specific costs, Mr. Chairman. 

As I will bring out later in that study of 12 States, where the tele- 
phone utilities were included as part of it, the total cost was about 5 
percent for all the utilities. 

Senator Busn. Five percent of what? 

Mr. Sampson. Five percent of the total amount of money allocated 
for the Federal highways. 

It is a substantial cost to the utilities, and it is an increasing cost 
because of the modern type of highways. 

Senator Busu. We haven’t so far in the record anything that indi- 
cates how much it would cost. It is assumed to be a burden, but there 
is nothing to measure its size that has come into the record yet that 
I have noticed. 
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Senator Burke, have you noticed anything? 

Senator Burke. No; I have not. 

Senator Busu. I think it would be interesting if you could give 
us some estimate of the size of the problem as it affects your company, 
for instance. 

Mr. Sampson. Well, I do know that in one particular year that I 
recall our company was affected to the extent of about three-quarters 
of a million dollars. 

Senator Busu. On this very point here? 

Mr. Sampson. For relocation. 

Senator Busn. Relocation on account of roads? 

Mr. Sampson. That is correct. 

Senator Busu. And highways. 

Mr. Sampson. That is correct. 

In the study I referred to here, for the telephone companies, the 
companies taken for that particular study period, it was in the order 
of $3 million. 

Senator Busu. When vou go back, you could get me those figures. 

Mr. Sampson. I can get you those figures. 

Senator Bus. I would like to have figures for just, say, the last 
> years, just to olve us an idea as to what costs you can att ribute, if 
those figures are readily available, for relocations caused by these 
roads. ; ' 

Mr. Sampson. We have these figures more readily available of the 
12 States I referred to in this study that was recently made, broken 
down by utilities, which is related to the highway expenditures in those 
12 States. 

Maybe that would be more helpful. 

Senator Busn. I think both would be helpful. 

Mr. Sampson. Very well. 

Senator Busu. I would like to see the figures you just mentioned, 
but I would also like to take a big system, like yours, and see just 
what this thing is running in the last 3 years. 

Mr. Sampson. I will be very glad to do that. 

(The information requested is as follows:) 


Cost rearranging telephone plant, Federal-aid highway projects, Northwestern 
Bell Tele phone ('o. 


Net nonbet- | Net nonbet- | Net nonbet- 
terment cost, terment cost,| terment cost, 


1951 1952 1953 
Iowa ‘ ‘ $400, 000 $220, 042 $225, 412 
Minnesota 172, 600 54, 300 213, 600 
Nebraska 9, 000 32, 260 165, 070 
South Dakota 144, 400 45,610 95, 300 
North Dakota. - 48, 500 33, 900 54, 300 
Total 774, 500 386, 112 753, 682 


+ . lane 


Mr. Sampson. Federal-aid highways are constructed in the interest 
of national defense and interstate commerce for the benefit of the 
general public and the funds for the construction of such highways 
are, of course, derived from taxes. 

The utility user pays his share of all Federal taxes as a member of 
the general public and there is no logical justification for requiring 
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him to make a second contribution for the same purposes in his 
utility rates. 

The equtable approach to this problem would, therefore, seem to be 
that when relocations are required by projects of this type they should 
be considered as part of normal highway construction costs and the 
burden should be borne from Federal highway funds which come 
from the taxpayers of the Nation. It should not be placed upon the 
local utility user who receives no benefit from it. 

Under the terms of the present Federal-Aid Highway Act railroads 
are reimbursed out of Federal funds for the cost incident to the elimi- 
nation of railway-highway crossings. 

Senator Busu. If I may just go back there for a minute, you say 
he doesn’t receive any benefit from it é 

Mr. Sampson. That is correct, as a utility user. When a pole line 
has to be moved from one location to the other, it doesn’t benefit him as 
a utility user. It benefits him as a general taxpayer; but when he 
pays for it in general taxes and then he a second time pays for it in 
utility rates, he is in effect being taxed twice for something that he gets 
no additional benefit from. 

Senator Busu. Go ahead. I will come back to that. 

Mr. Sampson. All right. 

We believe that the reimbursement of railroads for the relocation 
costs incurred in connection with these Federal-aid projects is justi- 
fied. However, we feel that other utilities should be accorded equal 
treatment, 

The unfairness of not according similar treatment to other utilities 
is emphasized by the fact that railroad facilities create a hazard to 
the traveling public, but the facilities of nonrailroad utilities do not 
present a hazard. 

Because of this hazard, virtually every State imposes a statutory 
obligation on railroads to contribute to, or bear the cost of, elimi- 
nating railway grade crossings, irrespective of whether the railroad 
facilities are located on private or public rights-of-way. 

The serious problem with which the utility users are faced currently 
does not arise from the type of road required only for local or State 
usage. It is a problem which has become increasingly serious as the 
result of the primary and interstate highways becoming involved in 
the construction of clover leaves, multiple lanes and other features 
requiring greatly widened rights-of-way. The excessive relocation of 
utility lines required by the new type highways which are being con- 
structed on the Federal primary system today imposes on utility users 
the major portion of the costs with which we are concerned. Costly 
moves for the third and fourth time are not uncommon. 

Senator Busi. May I ask you this: In the States where you op- 
erate have the States been according you any relief in this? 

Mr. Sampson. No, sir. 

Senator Busn. Have you ever been put to any expense because of 
improvements made in the State system / 

Mr. Sampson. Oh, yes, sir. 

Senator Busn. Have you ever asked the States for reimbursement ? 

Mr. Sampson. I dont recall that we have, primarily because the 
statutes don't provide for that. Some of them specifically provide 
that such moves are made at our own expense. 
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Senator Busu. Inasmuch as you are down here asking the Fed- 
eral Government for reimbursement, why don’t you ask the States 
for it? 

Mr. Sampson. Well 

Senator Busu. If they put you to that kind of expense and have 
been doing it over the years, why haven’t you asked them for it? 

Mr. Sampson. Well, this is a matter that has become increasingly 
serious and costly with the recent trend toward the wide rights-of-way 
highways, and they are generally the Federal-aid type of highways. 

That is where the big problem is. 

We are not too concerned with the secondary roads and the rural 
roads of the State highways where the rights-of-way are generally 
narrower and there isn’t near the activity. 

Our particular concern is the great costs that are incurred due to 
these modern types of highways. 

Senator Busy. Don’t your States out there build modern-type high- 
ways! 

Mr. Sampson. The wide type of highway is generally the Federal- 
aid highway in our State. 

Senator Busy. Go ahead. 

Mr. Sampson. This impact of the changing character of modern 
roads on utilities has in recent years received legislative recognition. 

A considerable number of the States in the past 5 years have passed 
statutes providing for the construction of freeways or turnpikes which 
in size and character are similar to many of the modern Federal-aid 
highways on the interstate or primary system. 

In passing such statutes the State legislatures have generally recog- 
nized that public utilities should be fully reimbursed for relocation 
costs incident to such highway construction. 

There were 14 of those. 

These relocation costs are a matter of serious concern to the individ- 
ual utilities and those who use their service, but are a small part of 
the total cost of construction involved in Federal-aid highways. 

At the instance of the National Association of Railroad Utilities 
Commissioners, a body composed of the representatives of the various 
State and Federal regulatory commissions, a study was conducted 
covering 12 representatives States to ascertain the cost to the Federal 
Government of relieving utility users of this burden, 

The actual collection of cost figures for this study was carried out 
by responsible municipal and utility officials in those States and cov- 
ered all utilities for a period of 12 months. 

The 12 representative States which were included in that study 
were California, Connecticut, Florida, Maryland, Michigan, Missis- 
sippi, New Mexico, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, and 
Washington. 

It was felt that these 12 States would present a fair cross section 
of different types of highway construction and would give a repre- 
sentative picture inasmuch as this one-fourth of all the States ex- 
pended approximately one-fourth of the Federal-aid highway funds. 

This study showed that the relocation costs of all utilities, both pub- 
licly and privately owned, necessitated by Federal-aid highway proj- 
ects amounted to 4.81 percent of the Federal funds expended. 

That is the matter I referred to. 

Senator Busu. Yes. 








FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 233 


Mr. Sampson. We believe that the exercise of greater care by high- 
way authorities in selecting highway routes might substantially bring 
the cost of relocating utility facilities below the figure shown by the 
study. The adoption of legislation to authorize reimbursement to 
utilities would greatly encourage such a result as engineering of high- 
way routes would be based on achieving minimum overall costs. 

Speaking for one of the utilities which actively participated in the 
cost study to which I have referred, I can say we have confidence in 
that study and believe it is representative of true conditions. 

I believe that the utilities generally would be willing for the com- 
mittee to put a ceiling of 5 percent on the amount of Federal funds 
which can be used for utility reimbursement in order to obtain im- 
mediate relief in a period when a large volume of construction is being 
planned. 

I also think that, if it chooses to do so—— 

Senator Busu. Very generous of the utilities in general, I would 
say. 

Mr. Sampson. Thank you. 

I also think that, if it chooses to do so, this committee might limit 
reimbursement to only those projects which are on those Federal-aid 
highways other than rural, secondary or feeder roads. 

As I have stated, the problem is not nearly so acute with respect 
to such secondary roads, which are largely for local use, as on the 
primary or interstate highways. 

I understand that section 10 of Senate bill 2982 carries a provision 
for a study to be made of this relocation problem during the next 
year. With all due respect to those who make this suggestion, we 
do not believe anything could be accomplished by such a study and 
that such a provision would serve to delay action for possibly 2 years 
or more that is needed today. 

It is conceded and it requires no study to determine that State laws 
relating to reimbursement of utilities vary widely in their terms. 

The same thing is true with respect to the obligation imposed on 
railroads by the different States to pay for the elimination of grade 
crossings. Such laws vary widely in their terms. Yet, for many 
years Congress has authorized reimbursement of railroads and the 
difference among the various State laws has not affected such reim- 
bursement. 

The regulations issued by the Secretary of Commerce simply state: 

State laws pursuant to which contributions are imposed upon railroads for 
the elimination of hazards at railway-highway crossings shall be held not to 
apply to Federal-aid projects. 

The law with respect to reimbursing the railroads can and should 
apply likewise to other utilities without disturbing State statutory or 
contractual provisions with reference to non-Federal-aid highways. 

Certainly a further study is not required with respect to cost figures. 
The only source for such figures is the utilities and they have already 
furnished them. Furthermore, the utilities are willing to accept a 5- 
percent limit. 

One other es I want to emphasize is this: I am sure I speak for 
all of the utilities in stating that none seek to improve their plant at 
Federal expense. We think the bill should provide that any costs for 


which reimbursement will be granted should exclude any betterment 
to the utility involved. 
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We feel that while this is not a new problem it is an increasingly 
acute one and this committee should decide without further delay 
whether this ——— is to continue to be cast on utility users or whether 
it is to be borne by the peop le as a whole out of tax funds devoted to 
Federal highway construction. 

One utility, the railroads, has been provided reimbursement for the 
costs under consideration. In fairness the others should be afforded 
like treatment. 

The amendment proposed by Senator Johnson to S. 2982 will ae- 
complish this and provide uniformity in the treatment of all utilities 
relative to the reimbursement of relocation costs of their plant in all 
the States where Federal-aid highway construction is involved. 

Senator Busu. Do you have any questions, Senator ¢ 

Senator Burke. No. 

Mr. Samrson. Thank you. 

Senator Busu. Thank you very much, Mr. Sampson. You have a 
very well presented case, very well done. 

I would like as ask Mr. Du Pont a question on this paper. 

Why is it historically there has been this favor shown the railroads 
and has not been shown to the utilities ? 

How did that differentiation come about / 

Commissioner Du Pont. Senator Bush, I think the real basis for 
that is, generally speaking. the railroads acquired and purchased the 
majority of their rights-of-way. 

Senator Busn. Yes. 

Commissioner Du Ponr. At investments of tremendous capital. 

Senator Busnu. Yes. 

Commissioner Du Ponr. It is true some of the western railroads 
were given grants in the development of the West, but the fact is it 
wasn't their property. 

Senator Busu. Yes, and that is different from the problem that is 
facing these utilities. 

Commissioner Du Pont. Most of these utility companies—it is true, 
as the Senator said, they were given the right as a means of expanding 
the company at lower expense to put their poles—in the majority of 
States with which I am familiar, they have a franchise—the consider- 
ation sometimes a nominal consideration, a dollar, $5—the con- 
sideration of moving at the will of the State highway department or 
the governing body, and they do not pay a fee for the use of it. 

Senator Busu. Yes. 

Commissioner Du Ponr. I think that is the fundamental point. 

Senator Busn. Yes. 

Commissioner Du Pont. Then you have a third factor, as far as 
the railroads, in my judgment. The railways are competitive with the 
highways. Here you have a situation where they are certainly not 
competitive, and you do not have any accident record primarily from 
utilities. other than on occasion: but you had tremendous pressures 
against eliminating these hazards on the highway. 

Now, that isn’t an equity. It isa fact. 

Senator Busu. Yes. 

Commissioner Du Pont. So, I think those three bases are the reason 
tor it 


Senator Busn. Yes. 
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Commissioner Du Pont. And there is another factor which, inci- 
dentally, is one of the reasons they do not like these private rights-of- 
way and would prefer to be on the highways, and that is the servicing 
of the facility. Obviously it would be far more expensive without 
the highway. 

I think that is the fundamental picture. 

Senator Busx. I don’t like to have you express opinions unless you 
want to, but I would be interested in your view of this question: Do 
you think it would be practical for these utility companies to get the 
relief they want from the States rather than from the Federal 
Government ¢ 

Mr. Sampson. I can answer that question without any embarrass- 
ment. 

In those States that recognize proprietary right, or whatever you 
want to call it, the Federal Government recognizes that and does par- 
ticipate with the State in reimbursing the utility company. 

Senator Busu. To what extent can the Federal Government under 
existing law participate in reimbursement other than what you just 
mentioned. or is that it ? 

Commissioner Du Ponr. We recognize the State figures as a part 
of the cost of the reimbursement of the States. 

Senator Busu. So, you are on just a 50-50 basis with the States / 

Commissioner Du Pont. I don’t know we could spend it all on the 
utility, but it is taken in as part of the cost. 

Senator Busw. And that has been done over the years with telephone 
companies ¢ 

Commissioner Du Pont. It has been done for a number of years. 

How long has it been done ¢ 

Mr. Curtis. I don’t 

Commissioner Du Pont. Many years. 

Senator Busn. What is it they are seeking, then, in addition to what 
they already have ¢ 

Commissioner Du Ponr. I think you raised the point—some of the 
States would not recognize it under this, as I read it, that the Federal 
Government could reimburse. 

Senator Burke. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Busu. Yes, Senator Burke. 

Senator Burke. May I inquire how many States do recognize the 
equity of the utilities? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Lamsorry. I really don’t know. 

It appears to me the Federal Government could reimburse out of 
the State’s allotment. 

Senator Burke. If the State has 

Commissioner Du Pont. If the State has the statute, we do it now, 
because presumably this would—I think that is correct. That is the 
way I read it. 

Senator Busn. Yes. 

Have you any questions, Senator / 

Senator Gorr. Commissioner, I am not sure of all of the questions 
involved in the mind of the distinguished Senator from Oklahoma in 
questioning you this morning, but I wanted to say that insofar as I am 
aware there is no complaint in my State that they are lacking in 
authority with respect to the secondary roads or the primary roads. 








44742-—54 16 








236 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


On the other hand, I am keenly aware of the need, as you pointed 
out this morning, for the Federal Government to exercise not police 
power, but proper procedures necessary to safeguard the expenditure 
of the taxpayers’ money. 

Next I want to say, a few months ago I rode on the Appian wag? 
and then I came home and rode on some cracked-up concrete high- 
ways only a few years of age. 

I don’t propose to be even conversant with engineering technicalities 
and highway construction, but just as a layman observer it made me 
wonder if we weren’t using too much concrete and not enough cob- 
blestones in the building of highways. 

Commissioner Du Pont. You ask me that question ? 

Senator Gore. I am seeking your comment. 

Commissioner Du Pont. Have you any idea what the foundation 
is on the Appian Way? 

Senator Gore. Yes; I have read it. I would like for you to state it. 

Commissioner Du Pont. It is about 5 feet deep, and it starts with 
large blocks, and then there are smaller blocks that come up, and it 
is the foundation that makes the Appian Way what it is today, and 
you can put any surface on that foundation, asphalt, concrete. 

The Appian Way, you may be interested to know, per mile, if 
built in 1926 would have cost about $200,000. I would hate to venture 
the amount today. 

Our great shortcoming in the building of highways today, in my 
opinion, has been twofold: Inadequate rights-of-way as to width, 
inadequate judgment as to grade and, finally, inadequate founda- 
tions, which has caused the breaking up of our highways on the loads 
they carry today. 

Senator Gore. Which is the more easily repaired after the damage 
is done? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Well, if you have the foundation there, it 
is merely a surface treatment. 

It is hke an old house. You can always replaster. 

Senator Gore. Does the Bureau of Public Roads have any authority 
with respect to the choice of material used ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. The Association of State Highway Of- 
ficials, which is an organization made up of the engineers of the 48 
States, have set standards for the construction of highways, which 
have been adopted by all the 48 States. 

Those are the standards we use, and they do not specify specifically 
asphalt or 

Senator Gore. Where our highways are breaking up, the standards 
must not be adequate. 

Commissioner Du Ponr. They are not adequate for the vehicles 
that now traverse them. 

Senator Gore. They never have been. 

Commissioner Du Pont. Only at the time they were built. 

Senator Gore. Then the number or the size of the vehicles must 
change very rapidly because—— 
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Commissioner Du Pont. Well, the number has about doubled in the 
last 15 years. 4 . 

Senator Gore. You don’t think we could build any Appian Ways 
in this country ? ' 

Commissioner Du Pont. Oh, yes. We could build one, but we 
‘an’t build an Appian Way for, let’s say, a 50,000-pound vehicle 
and let that vehicle run everywhere else in the country. 

Senator Busu. May I ask a question at this point, Senator? 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Senator Busu. What would be the foundation in the Jersey Turn- 
pike, for instance? 

Commissioner Du Pont. I can't recall that, but I do recall the one 
out here in Maryland. That has 12 inches of preselected material 
underneath it, subgrade, and then it has, I think, a 9-inch concrete top. 

Senator Busy. But none of that old cobblestone base ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. No. They start in with blocks like this. 

Senator Busu. Blocks like that. 

Commissiyner Du Pont. Things like you are building a dike. 

Senator Busu. Yes. 

When was that foundation put in there? 

Commissioner Du Pont. I believe around 1900. 

Senator Gore. When did our engineers get the idea as our traffic 
became heavier and loads heavier we could depend more and more 
upon a crust 

Commissioner Du Pont. I don’t think the engineers ever had that 
idea. It is simply the demand for some kind of a hard surface— 
and what happens—as soon as you put that type of facility in a rural 
community, then you generate traflic that wasn’t formerly there, and 
you can understand 

Senator Gore. Well, I don’t wish to pursue the question. I have 
no interest in the kind of material that is used, but I was greatly 
impressed to go over there and find a highway that was thousands 
of years old still better than I find in my own country built 20 years 
ago, 

Commissioner Du Pont. Yes. 

Senator Gore. It did impress me somewhat. 

Commissioner Du Pont. Of course, it is not subjected to the traffic 
that our roads are subjected to here either. 

Senator Busu. I would like to have Senator Gore present the next 
witness. 

Senator Gore. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen: I have the honor of presenting the 
distinguished Lieutenant Governor of my State, the Honorable Jared 
Maddux, who is here in a private capacity representing the small, 
independent telephone companies. 

Governor Maddux. 

Senator Busy. Governor, we are very glad to welcome you before 
this committee; sorry to keep you waiting so long. 

Governor Mappux. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Busu. Proceed in your own way. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. JARED MADDUX, LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR, 
STATE OF TENNESSEE, REPRESENTING THE TENNESSEE INDE- 
PENDENT TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION AND THE UNITED STATES 
INDEPENDENT TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION 


Governor Mappux. My name is Jared Maddux. I am a practicing 
lawver in Cookeville, Tenn. I am counsel to the Tennessee Inde 
pendent Telephone Association, an organization composed of the 
independent telephone companies of the State of Tennessee. [| am 
(ppearing on behalf of that association as well as on behalf of the 
United States Independent Telephone Association. 

The USITA is the national trade organization of the 5.300 inde 
pendent tele phone companies of the Nation. Those con Ipanies fur- 
nish telephone service in approximately 11,000 communities in the 
United States. Most of these communities are very small. 

I would like to leave the prepared statement for just one moment 
und say W ithin this association is not included the Bell System, the 
company represented by the gentleman who just left the witness chair. 

This association is composed of the other companies in the United 
States. ‘These companies furnish telephone service, as I have stated, 
in approximately 11,000 communities in the United States. 

Our companies also provide telephone service in much of the rural] 
irea of the country. 

Independent telephone companies are small business enterprise in 
the real sense of the term. The impact upon them caused by the 
building of Federal-aid highways constitutes a terrific burden, and at 
times it almost reaches the stage of confiscation. 

You gentlemen, of course, will have in mind that the expense which 
a telephone company incurs in moving its poles and lines incident to 
highway construction is one that cannot be anticipated. 

Our reason for saying this is it would be impossible for any tele- 
phone company to anticipate where the State Highway Department, 
through its Federal-aid program, would build a road in this coming 
year. For that reason, it would not be in a position to set up a proper 
reserve to take care of this expense. 

I know of no regulatory commission, meaning by that the railroad 
and public utility commissions and the public service commissions of 
the various States, which would permit such a charge for the purpose 
of creating such a reserve. They just would frown. They wouldn't 
accept it. 

Independent telephone companies, small business enterprise, hope 
Congress will enact legislation to authorize absorption by the Federal 
Government of the cost of telephone pole and line removals when they 
are a necessary by the building of Federal-aid highways. 

May I mention as briefly as I can several reasons why we think 
legisl: Yon of this kind is appropriate. 

First, at the present time one class of public service ee ise, the 
railroads, are given immunity against costs incurred by them for 
grade-crossing eliminations made necessary by Federal highway 
construction. 

We do not say they are not entitled to this immunity. 

I am not a railroad attorney and, for that reason, I am not attempt- 
ing to speak for the railroads: but, as an individual and as attorney 
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for the independent telephone companies, it 1s my observation that 
these railroads are entitled to this immunity. 

We do say that for the railroads to enjoy it while at the same time 
denying similar immunity to other regulated enterprise against costs 
for the removal of their facilities is to practice a discrimination in 
favor of one as against the other. 

The desired legislation would produce equality of treatment under 
the law. 

The second reason why we think legislation of this kind is appro- 
priate, as an amendment of the Federal Highway Act to immunize 
other public service enterprises the same as the railroads would intro- 
duce no new principle, is that would merely extend impartially to all 
forms of public service business and their subscribers or customers 
an existing principle already found equitable for the railroads. 

The amendment would bring about much-needed uniformity of 
treatment of incidental but unavoidable expense in all States which 
receive the benefit of Federal-aid highway grants. 

The third reason why we think this legislation is appropriate at 
this time is that public revenues derived from taxes used for high- 
way improvement come from all classes of the body politic. 

Telephone subscribers, like customers of the railroads, are part of 
the body politic. Having been taxed once, these subscribers are dis- 
criminated against when added levies are imposed upon them for 
particular parts of public highway improvements. 

To require our subscribers through the rates they pay to the com- 
panies from which they take telephone service to pay for incidental 
costs is in effect to tax them twice for the same purpose. 

The fourth reason is that incidental costs for such items as pole 
and line removals are logically a part of the total undertaking in- 
volved in highway building, widening or reconstruction. They should 
be so treated under the Federal-Aid Highway Act. It is our in- 
sistence that neither telephone companies nor their subscribers re- 
ceive exclusive benefits from highway improvement. Benefits to them 
are no greater ~ an to the public generally. Yet, as the law stands, 
- building of a Federal-aid highw: ay, with certain costs absorbed 
by the telephone company, imposes on the company a burden that 
in many cases is extremely burdensome. 

The reason for this is that this increased cost must, of necessity, 
be passed on eventually to the subscriber and a determination would 
have to be made and a presentation made to the public utility com- 
mission of the State. It is a difficult problem always, gentlemen of 
the committee, to get any regulatory body to grant even needed in- 
creases in utility rates. 

The reason for that, of course, is obvious. Commissioners are 
elected by the people and they realize that any increase in rates is 
unpopular, and for that reason it is most difficult for the small in- 
dependent telephone companies to obtain relief at their hands. 

Independent companies serving rural areas may have lines paralel- 
ing a highway extending far out into the country in order to provide 
an essential, indeed indispensable, communication service to the farmer. 

To require a small rural telephone company, having its lines along 

. Federal-aid highway, to dig up its poles and put them in another 
spot and take down its lines and string them in another location 
imposes an expense that in some cases is simply terrific. 
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For the average small independent telephone company, such as 
those in our State of Tennessee, I know inn personal experience 
that oftentimes it causes chaos and could possibly cause bankruptcy 
in those small companies. 

I have noted that in Senator Martin’s bill, S. 2982, there is a study 
provision under which the Secretary of Commerce would be directed 
to cooperate with the State highway departments in the making of 
a study of the general problem. 

It seems to the small independent telephone companies that such 
a provision would accomplish no useful purpose. Its only effect 
would be to postpone the taking of vital action. 

The independent telephone companies need some relief today. 

I know again from personal experience, from having served in 
the State legislature at home and as speaker of the State senate, often- 
times the study commissioners are merely a means of postponing 
something that needs immediate attention. 

It is an easy way to put off until tomorrow something that needs to 
be done today, and for that reason oftentimes it gets bogged down 
in redtape and political crosscurrents and the best interests of the 
investors are lost in the shuffle of these conflicting interests. 

I further understand that in House bill 7818, reported by the 
House Public Works Committee on Monday of this week, there is a 
similar study provision. Under its terms the study in question would 
be made by the Secretary of Commerce, himself, and the date of com- 
pletion of the study would be set forward from April 1, 1955, to 
February 1, 1955. 

While the House language in this regard is much to be preferred 
over the language in the Martin bill, we wish to express the hope 
that any bill reported out of the Senate committee will have no study 
provision whatever and that in its place appropriate provision will 
be made for the current reimbursement of our companies of the ex- 
pense they are daily incurring moving poles and lines. 

This is a burdensome expense, gentlemen, one that would not arise 
in the absence of a Federal highway building program. It is one 
which, as I have said, should be considered as part and parcel of the 
total cost of highway construction. 

If it please the committee, I would like just a moment to touch upon 
1 or 2 phases of this problem that have been brought to my mind 
as a result of listening to the other witnesses and from questions that 
have been asked by members of the committee. 

One of those questions is about the proprietary right that a utility 
would have in a rights-of-way. 

I think the proper attitude to take toward a highway rights-of-way 
is that they do not necessarily belong to the State highway depart- 
ment, but actually, gentlemen of the committee, they belong to the 
people of the State. 

Now, if they belong to the people and are there for the purpose of 
seeing that commerce and trade is carried on within the confines 
of that State, I can’t see why they should be limited just to highway 
purposes. 

The statutes of the various States have taken this into consideration 
and have granted statutory rights which have become proprietary 
rights to the utilities operating in that State, and they are vested 





mae an 





FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 241 


rights. They can be bought; they can be used and they can be alien- 
ated, and I know the courts in my State, the appellate courts, have 
upheld the principle time and time again. I remember particularly 
a decision by the Supreme Court in a case that came up from the town 
of Morristown and the town of Knoxville, in which that proprietary 
right was upheld in its entirety. 

Now, these public utilities use these rights-of-way, surely, and by 
so doing they save the rate payer an increased rate because if they 
had to go out and buy a private rights-of-way to build these light 
lines or telephone lines or lay a gasline, water main, it would be 
expensive and, of course, the expense would have to be amortized 
over a period of years and the cost eventually would get back to the 
people; and I can’t see where there is much difference in not letting 
your left hand know what your right hand is doing, or borrowing out 
of one pocket to pay with the other. 

It all seems to me that it is the people’s business and it is the people 
I know that the Congress of the United States is interested in. 

One other question that was raised was on the question of whether 
or not a study had been made showing the relationship between the 
cost of moving poles and lines and what the ratio was as applied to 
the total Federal money spent within that State. 

I don’t mean to take away from Mr. Austin Roberts, and I shall not, 
if he is in the room, but there is an interesting study filed in the hear- 
ings before the Subcommittee on Roads of the House Committee on 
Public Works, 83d Congress. I believe it was filed by Mr. Roberts. 
I make reference only as it applies to telephones and only as it applies 
to my home State of Tennessee. I find the percentage relationship 
between the cost of moving utility plants, meaning by that lines and 
poles, and the amount of money spent on Federal-aid highways is .64 
of 1 percent. 

Now, in my State there was spent by the Federal Government for 
roads, $5,086,000 in 1951-52 and, according to my calculations, that 
would run around $40,000, an infinitestimally small amount of money, 
certainly ; and looking at it from the point of view of those who have 
the responsibility for the Federal-aid road program in Tennessee, I 
still say it is an infinitesimal amount and would not in anywise mate- 
rially hurt the Federal road program in my State. 

At the present time there is a principle involved, and it says to me 
that it is not a correct principle to pass that $40,000 or $50,000 cost 
back to the rate payer because it is a matter which benefits all of the 
public and not the rate payer alone. 

Senator Busu. Have you made any attempt to get any relief from 
the State in connection with any dislocations that your Tennessee 
Independent Telephone Association has had ? 

Governor Mappvux. It is my understanding, Mr. Chairman, that 
such a program exists in Tennessee. 

As a practitioner of law, I have not had any experience in it; but 
I do know the city of Nashville recently required a utility to move 
a telephone line—and, incidentally, it was the Southern Bell Co—and 
they, of course, did not want to pay it. The cost was $11,000. They 
entered into an agreement where it was paid under protest, and they 
then filed a suit in circuit court in Nashville, asking that they be 
paid or reimbursed $11,000. 
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The matter went to a decision and was appealed, and went then to 
the Court of Appeals of Nashville, and the court of appeals upheld 
the judgment a $11,000 for Southern Bell. Certiorari was asked for 
and denied by the Supreme Court. 

That is the only recent experience that I know of which might 
throw any light on your question, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Busu. I was just wondering whether you—— 

Governor Mappux. In attempting to answer your question, let me 
say this. 

Senator Busu. Yes. 

Governor Mappux. I think the reason the problem has not faced 
us is because, under the operations of the small independent telephone 
companies, We are operating in the rural areas, where these broad 
Federal-aid highways don’t materially affect the rights-of-way in 
many instances, 

I think that is the answer, but where you have your Federal-aid 
highways they call for broader rights-of-way and, therefore, involve 
the property rights of the utilities. 

That is the best answer I can give you, sir. 

Senator Busnu. Yes: of course, they are Federal-aid, but they are 
really State roads. They are, of course, Federal-aid State roads. 

Governor Mappux. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busu. And I can’t understand why the recourse isn’t to 
the State for the damage, if there is to be recourse, other than to the 
rate payer, so to speak. It seems to me logical that it should go to 
the States rather than the Federal Government should foot the bill. 

(iovernor Mappux. I believe the ratio now is 50-50. 

Senator Busn. Yes, sir. 

Giovernor Mappux. And maybe some recent legislation puts it on 
the basis of 60-40. 

There is merit in your statement, [ grant you that, sir, and I would 
like to say this one further thing: That we, as indomendedd, small 
telephone companies, are vitally concerned over the Federal second: ary 
road problem also, that as it continues to grow and expand it will 
eventually become a serious problem as far as the small independent 
telep shone companies are concerned, 

Any other questions ? 

Senator Busn. This is Governor Maddux, of Tennessee, Senator 
Case. He has just concluded. He asked if there were any more 
questions. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Casr (presiding). The next witness on the agenda is Mr. 
L. B. Richards, vice president of the United Gas Improvement Co. 
of Harrisburg, Pa 

Mr. Ricuarps. Senator, shall I proceed? 

Senator Casr. Yes, please. 


STATEMENT OF LEONARD B. RICHARDS, VICE PRESIDENT, THE 
UNITED GAS IMPROVEMENT CO. 


Mr. Ricuarps. Gentlemen, my name is Leonard B. Richards, and I 
reside in Camp Hill, Pa. I am a vice president of the United Gas 
Improvement Co., and have charge of the Harrisburg gas division of 
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that company supplying gas to the Harrisburg metropolitan area and 
Lebanon. 

Our division system serves large parts of Dauphin, Cumberland, 
and Lebanon Counties, as well as certain small areas in York and 
Lancaster Counties. 

Last year a study was made in Pennsylvania, along with a number 
of other States, to determine utility relocation costs on Federal-aid 
highway projec ts. I compiled the data for all the Commonwealth’s 
gas utilities. The study embraced approximately $30 million worth 
of Federal-aid highway work during the period July 1, 1951, to June 
30, 1952. 

There were 45 projects included in the study, but only 6 projects 
actually affected gas utilities. There were only 5 companies involved 
out of a total of more than 80 companies in Pennsylvania. The 5 
companies affected spent a total of $95,702 for relocation costs, ex 
clusive of betterments. This amounted to about three-tenths of i 
percent of the total cost of the highway work. 

My own company supplies approximately 216,000 customers on 
all its lines outside of the Philadelphia area. The relocation work 
required by Federal-aid projects cost us in th: it test year $8,228. 

A very much smaller company, the North Penn Gas Co., whose 
customers numbered about 12,000, incurred relocation cost of $56,000 
in the 12-month period studied, or more than half the cost for the 
entire gas industry in the State of Pennsylvania. 

An extremely small company, serving only about 900 customers in 
Mauch Chunk, spent $5,342 to relocate facilities as required by a 
Federal-aid highway project, and now faces still further costs from 
additional work on the same highway. 

Parenthetically, that $5,000 was a terrific burden to that very small 
company. 

These figures are given to show the inequality of the impact of this 
relocation work. 

The through highways being built today differ greatly from those 
of a relatively few years ago, and appear to be involving increasingly 
large amounts for relocation of utility facilities. Extensive gri ade 
changes and changes of highway line seem to be factors in the rising 
cost. 

Since these Federal-aid highways are built to accommodate inter- 
state traffic, it seems that the incidental cost of relocation should be 
borne by the larger community rather than by the local purchasers of 
utility service. After all, it is the utility customers who have to pay 
all of the costs of operating a utility business, if the *y are to continue 
to receive its service. 

Another case in point is that of the Syracuse Suburban Gas Co. of 
East Syracuse, N. Y. Ii a communication dated July 9, 1953, the 
president of that company pointed out that in a short space of time it 
was necessary for his company to spend a sum equal to about 11 per- 
cent of its fixed capital to relocate gas facilities on a Federal-aid high- 
way project. This imposed investment added nothing to the com- 
pany’s earnings, but in the years to come it will be an extra burden of 
cost to be paid by the gas c ustomers in that area. 

That highway was, of course, built to serve the State and Nation. 
It surely appears that a disproportionate cost was borne by those 
taxpayers of east Syracuse, who happen also to be gas users. 
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Any relief given, of course, should, in my opinion, have proper reser- 
vations to exclude the cost of betterments, and I see no reason why a 
reasonable percentage limit on utility relocation costs should not be 
applied in whatever legislation may be enacted by the Congress. _ 

I greatly appreciate the opportunity that you gentlemen have given 
to me to appear before you. 

Senator Case. Mr. Richards, in this case that affected your own 
company, who selected the route for the new highway ? 

Mr. Ricwarps. That was a highway in the Lancaster County area. I 
presume it was selected by joint decision of the State highway depart- 
ment and the Federal Bureau of Roads, but I am not sure of those 
procedures, Senator. 

Senator Casr. I am wondering if either Mr. Du Pont or Mr. Curtiss 
could give us any help on that particular point. 

Commissioner Du Pont. I don’t know the particular road. Nat- 
urally, the procedure is uniform. In other words, the State Highway 
Department of Pennsylvania would initiate the project or program, 
and if it were through a municipality or in conjunction with the county 
it would be as a result of cooperation or with the city, or whatever it 
might be. Then they would bring it to our attention and we would 
concur in that location, provided, in our judgment, it was reasonable 
and adequate and satisfactory. 

Senator Casr. But the initial selection of a route is made by the 
State highway commission ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Always. 

Senator Casg. All projects that call for Federal-aid contributions, 
then, come to you through the State highway commissions? 

Commissioner Du Pont. It must be initiated by the State, and we 
really have a veto power. In other words, we can say it is unsatis- 
factory, or something of that nature, and we will not participate. 

Now, the State could still go ahead and do it, regardless about par- 
ticipation, provided they were adamant in that location; but we simply 
concur in their findings. 

Senator Casge. Do your engineers go out and select routes? 

Commissioner Du Pont. No. 

Senator Case. In the first instance? 

Commissioner Du Pont. No. 

Senator Casz. In no type? 

Commissioner Du Pont. The initiation is up to the State. 

Senator Case. Are there further questions? 

If not—— 

Senator Urron. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Casr. Senator Upton. 

Senator Urron. Since it is the uniform rule that these roads are 
laid out and constructed by local authorities, usually under the super- 
vision of the State highway department, I am wondering whether any 
consideration has been given as to what law regarding assessment of 
damages governed. 

If damages would be allowed in this classification, it seems to me it 
would depend on local law, as in the case of relocation of railroads 
that has been under discussion here. 

Have you given that any thought ? 

Mr. Ricwarps. No, sir. I am not a lawyer and I am afraid I can’t 
develop that point. 
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Senator Urron. Have you examined the Johnson amendment? 

Mr. Ricwarps. No; I haven’t seen that. 

Senator Upron. The Johnson amendment would permit the use of 
not more than 5 percent of the moneys allotted to the State for the 
purpose of reimbursing costs by reason of relocation of facilities of 
one kind or another. 

The thought occurred to me that the implementation of this authori- 
zation would have to be through the State. 

I am merely interested to know what views you may have in regard 
to procedure in this case, or gas cases? 

r. Ricuarps. Those costs, of course, would have to be carefully 
audited by the State highway people and an agreement reached as to 
which portions or betterments are to be borne by the utility and which 
are direct relocation costs which confer no benefit to the utility or to 
its customers. 

Senator Upron. To illustrate what I have in mind, in my State 
relocations are had under the authority of the public utilities commis- 
sion and the commission has authority to apportion the costs between 
the public and the railroad. 

N : Ricuarps. In our State we are not reimbursed on State highway 
work. 

Senator Urron. The same is true in my State, except as to railroads. 

Mr. Ricwarps. Yes. 

Senator Casr. If there are no further questions, we thank you very 
much for your helpful statement. 

The next witness on the agenda is Mr. Emerson Duncan, represent- 
ing the American Public Power Association. 


STATEMENT OF C. EMERSON DUNCAN II, COUNSEL, THE AMERICAN 
PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Duncan. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, my name is C. Emerson 
Duncan, and I am associated with the law offices of Northcutt Ely, 
Tower Building, Washington 5,D.C. Weare general counsel for the 
American Public Power Association, and this statement is submitted 
on behalf of that association. 

The American Public Power Association is a national trade organi- 
zation representing over 700 local publicly owned electric utilities, 
primarily municipal electric systems, in 38 States and Puerto Rico. 

The problems which our member systems have encountered in relo- 
cating their facilities as a result of the Federal-aid highway construc- 
tion program have been repeatedly brought to the attention of the 
association. 

At a recent meeting of the legislative committee of the association 
in Chicago, an informal resolution was passed which endorsed legis- 
lation providing for reimbursement to the utilities for costs of relocat- 
ing facilities to accommodate Federal-aid projects. 

That resolution re-emphasizes the position of the association which 
has previously spoken out in support of similar measures introduced 
in Congress. 

A statement was made before the Senate Committee on Public 
Works, in support of S. 2585, in the 82d Congress, 2d session, and 
that position was reaffirmed by Mr. Alex Radin, general manager 
of the association, in a letter to the chairman of the Subcommittee 
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on Public Roads, House Public Works Committee, on the subject of 
the hearings held in July 19538, concerning the question of reimburse- 
ment of a when they are required to relocate their facilities 
because of Federal-aid highway construction. Additionally, a state- 
ment was made before the aforementioned House subcommittee 
during the hearings on H. R. 7818 last month. 

Legislation which will correct the imequities of the present law 
Is urgently needed, since the passage of the original Federal-Aid 
Road Act (39 Stat. 355, ¢. 241, July 11, 1916) the question of reim- 
bursement for relocation of facilities occasioned by highway con- 
struction has been of concern. The Federal- Aid Highw: ay Act ot 
1944 (58 Stat. 842, c. 626, sec. 7, Dec. 20, 1944), which amended 
and supplemented the act of 1916, redefined “construction” as follows: 

When used in this act, unless the context indicates otherwise—the term 
construction’ means the supervising. inspecting, actual building, and all ex- 
penses incidental to the construction or reconstruction of a highway, including 
locating, surveying, and mapping, costs of rights-of-way, and elimination of 
hazards of railway-grade crossings. 

As pointed out in Senate Report No. 1056, 78th Congress, 2d session, 
this act aera the meaning of the term “construction” to include 
(a) locating, surveying, and mapping, which costs had previously 
been expressly excepted, and (/) the costs of the elimination of hazards 
at railroad crossings. Section 5 (a) of the 1944 act further provided : 

That the entire construction cost of projects for the elimination of hazards 
of railway-highway crossings, including the separation or protection of grades 
at crossings, the reconstruction of existing railroad grade crossing structures, 
and the relocation of highways to eliminate grade crossings, may be paid from 
Federal funds except that not more than 50 percent of the rights-of-way 
and property damage costs, paid from public funds, on any such project, may 
be paid from Federal funds: * * *. 

The act of 1944 thus recognized that the cost of relocating a rail 
road was properly a “construction” cost when the relocation was 
attributable to highway construction. 

The introduction of S. 2585, in the 82d Congress, 2d session, and 
S. 1108, introduced a the last session by Senator Johnson of 
Colorado, indicated a growing awareness in Congress of the discrim- 
ination against saa “utilities and in favor of the railroads, with 
respect to relocation costs. Both measures purported to bring the 
relocation and readjustment of utility facilities within the definition 
of “construction” as provided in the act of 1944, so that there would 
be no differentiation between railroad and other utilities with respect 
to costs of relocation necessitated by the construction of Federal 
highways. 

The case for inclusion of other utilities within the framework of 
existing legislation is a strong one. Railroads are required by the 
laws of m: iny States to bear the entire cost of relocation—inc luding 
in some instances, costs attributable to the construction of overpasses 
and bridges. Such State laws are based on the concept that the rail- 
roads create a serious hazard to vehicular travel on highways. How 
ever, other utilities, including pipelines, telephones, waterlines and 
power transmission facilities, although creating no hazard to the use 
of the highways, and deriving no benefit from relocation, have been 
held entitled to reimbursement or compensation: Panhandle Pipeline 


Company v. State Highway Commission of Kansas (294 U.S. 618. 
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1935). The Federal-Aid Highway Acts have relieved the railroads of 
this burden where relocation is incident to highway construction, but 
provide no such benefit for other utilities. 

Some States draw a distinction between utility rights-of-way which 
are granted by franchise along highways or streets, on the one hand, 
and rights-of-way acquired by the utility at its own expense. Ih 
such cases, the Public Roads Administration by general memorandun 
No. 300, leaves to the State the certification as to whether or not the 
local utility is entitled to compensation upon being required to relocate 
its facilities. It is our understanding that railroads normally own 
their own rights-of-way. Utility facilities, however, are more often 
located on publie rights-of-way by virtue of a grant or franchise from 
a State or municipal government. It is where the facilities are 
located within public rights-of-way that the utilities are forced 
to assume the burden of relocation. 

The method of treating utility relocation costs differs widely 
throughout the States. The State of New York, for example, has 
prov ided by law that the expense of relocation of “water mains, sewer 
pipes, and any other facilities, that are owned by any municipality 
and are maintained for public use” is a “proper charge against funds 
available for the construction, reconstruction or maintenance of State 
highways.” (I. 1942, ¢. 70, effective Mar. 5, 1942.) 

Other States have declared that utility facilities situated in public 
rights-of-way must be relocated at the expense of the utility 

Senator Case. You cite the instance in the State of New York. 
Does New York allow the expense when the utility is municipally 
owned, but not where it is privately owned ? 

Mr. Duncan, I don’t know that there is a distinction. 

Senator Casr. The citation says “that are owned by any munici- 
pality.” 

Mr. Duncan. I would presume that may be only one section of that 
particular chapter. It may go on to private utility relocations. 

Other States have declared that utility facilities situated in public 
rights-of-way must be relocated at the expense of the utility when 
necessitated by highway construction. Inasmuch as the Federal-aid 
road program is administered according to State law, the lack of 
uniformity in the treatment of costs of relocation has caused wide- 
spread concern on the part of affected utilities. It is respectfully 
suggested that only through Federal legislation will a uniform solu- 
tion to the problem be ac hieved. The American Public Power Asso- 
ciation is not seeking a “free ride” at the expense of Federal taxpayers 
for any of its members. That a definite and urgent problem exists 
has been amply demonstrated in testimony presented on previous 
occasions. There is no wish to change existing State laws: we are 
seeking only recognition of the basic fact that construction of Federal 
highways is for the benefit of the Nation as a whole, and accordingly, 
the taxpayers of the United States should pay their fair share of 
these construction costs. 

Some concern has been evidenced that the costs of relocating utility 
facilities will be great, and consequently, the burden which the Federal 
Government would have to assume could not be justified. The statis- 
tics recently made available by the National Association of Railroad 
and Utilities Commissioners, those statistics have been referred to 
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before during the testimony here, show that the costs of relocation, 
compared with Federal-aid highway expenditures are relatively low. 

The survey, covering some 12 States, reveals that the ratio of the 
costs borne by utilities for relocating public and privately-owned 
facilities to the total Federal-aid funds appropriated is less than 5 
percent. The cost to all nonrailroad utilities of relocating facilities 
to accommodate Federal-aid highway projects was 2.45 percent of 
the total cost of such programs. There is every reason to expect that 
an extension of the study to encompass all 48 States would reveal 
figures comparable to those cited above for 12 States. 

The use of Federal funds to reimburse the nonrailroad utilities for 
their costs of relocating can be justified on the theory that Federal-aid 
highways are constructed in the interest of national defense and 
interstate commerce for the benefit of the general public. To provide 
these funds, taxes are levied which are borne by the general public. 
The municipal utility subscriber pays his share of Federal taxes and 
at the same time is subjected to the probability of increased rates made 
necessary by the additional expense incurred by the utility in relocat- 
ing its facilities. This represents a double contribution by the rate 
payer which is discriminatory and certainly unjustified. Treating 
relocation costs as a cost of construction will end this discrimination 
and will place the nonrailroad utilities in a position which the rail- 
roads have occupied for many years. 

The American Public Power Association respectfully urges that 
legislation be enacted which will bring about a fair and equitable 
solution to this very serious problem. 

I have a telegram from Mayor Raymond R. Tucker and City Coun- 
selor Samuel H. Liberman of St. Louis, and a letter from Mr. Lee C. 
Howley, general counsel of the Cleveland Electric Illuminating Co. 
which, if there is no objection, I would like to have inserted in the 
record at this point. 

Senator Casg. Very well. 

(The telegram and letter referred to are as follows :) 

Sr. Louts, Mo., March 1, 1954. 
Hon. FRANCIS CASE, 
United States Senate, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Roads: 


St. Louis has four contracts with State highway department for highway 
construction. Others under process of negotiation. State highway and Federal 
public road funds involved in each. Each contract puts entire burden of reloca- 
tion of public utilities on city. Other expenses are shared by highway depart- 
ment and Bureau of Public Roads. In many instances cost of relocation will be 
very high and burden city cannot well bear. We strongly urge all or part of 
this burden be taken over by Bureau of Public Roads. 


RAYMOND R. TUCKER, 
Mayor. 

SAMUEL H. LipeRMAN, 
City Counselor. 


THE CLEVELAND ELEcTRIC ILLUMINATING Co., 
Cleveland 1, Ohio, March 1, 1954 
Re Senate bills Nos. 2859 and 2982. 
Hon. Epwarp MARTIN, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR: In making funds available to States in connection with Federal- 
aid highway projects, economic fairness requires that provisions should be made 
for reimbursing utilities for the cost of relocating their equipment affected by 
such construction. 
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If no reimburesemtnt is allowed, the ultimate burden for such additional cost 
weighs heavily on the local utility rate payers. They should not be compelled 
as local rate payers to subsidize projects of such magnitude and national im- 
portance as to merit the expenditure of Federal funds. The owners and cus- 
tomers of utilities under present laws are compelled to contribute further to 
something for which they have already been taxed. It is clearly a form of 
discrimination which no legalistic approach can justify. 

For example, one Ohio company in the last 2 years has been subject to an 
additional cost of $1,076,000 in connection with the relocation of utility facili- 
ties on one project alone. Such examples are on the increase due to the many 
relocations in connection with Federal-highway projects. While we do not 
have comparable figures for Ohio, the latest available figures for other States, 
including Pennsylvania, California, and Michigan, indicate that the cost of re- 
locating electric facilities has varied between % to 1% percent of the highway 
project cost and that a fair average would be approximately 1 percent of such 
cost. We believe Ohio relocation costs to be similar. 

The Ohio Legislature has recently recognized this principle in enacting the 
Ohio Turnpike Act, in which the turnpike commission is expressing required, as 
part of the turnpike construction cost, to pay all costs associated with relocation 
and reestablishment of utility facilities affected by the turnpike construction. 

The laws of the States vary somewhat in respect to conditions under which 
public utility equipment may be located in or along highways. In those States 
which require highway authorities, as a part of their construction cost, to pay 
utility relocation costs involved, there of course is no problem. However, in 
those States where such requirement does not exist, utilities are unfairly pen- 
alized as indicated above with the result that the Federal law in this respect 
does not operate equally as among the several States. 

The simple solution is for the Congress to require that all costs of relocating 
public utility equipment in connection with a Federal-aid highway project shall 
be deemed a part of the project costs, reimbursable from any Federal funds made 
available to the project. 

Very truly yours, 
Lee C. Howey, General Counsel. 


Lee C. Howley, for himself and by special authorization for Walter E. 
Beckjord, Floyd C. Williams, Peck, Shaffer & Williams, Esq., counsel 
for Cincinnati Gas & Electric Co.; Julian de Bruyn Kops, counsel for 
the Dayton Power & Light Co.; John Sabel, counsel for the Marietta 
Electric Co.; D. Bruce Mansfield, counsel for Ohio Edison Co.; Leslie 
Henry, Fuller, Harrington, Seney & Henry, counsel for the Toledo Edi- 
son Co.; W. Glover Porter, Porter, Stanley, Treffinger & Platt, counsel 
for Columbus & Southern Ohio Electric Co. 

Senator Case. Mr. Duncan, you are familiar with the provision 
in one of the bills which proposes to condition the authorization for 
interstate highway aid on an extension of the Federal gas tax? 

Mr. Duncan. I know that that provision is in the bill; yes, sir. 

Senator Case. I was just wondering how you would square that 
with the thought that it would not be discriminatory in view of the 
fact that the State gas taxes are generally refundable to nonhighwa 
users while the Federal gas tax is not. If you had a provision which 
throws the cost of utility relocations onto the Federal funds in 
relation to the interstate highways, how would you justify collecting 
that tax from nonhighway users? i 

Mr. Duncan. Senator, I don’t think that I am competent to an- 
swer that question. 

Senator Case. There was a paragraph in your statement which 
you didn’t read. Do you want that incorporated in your statement? 

Mr. Duncan. The last paragraph ? 

Senator Casz. Yes. 

Mr. Duncan. No, sir. 

Senator Case. That is, you are not suggesting then that any amend- 
ing language be made applicable to prior bear acts? 
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Mr. Duncan. I think that it should be made applicable to all prior 
highway acts. but I assume that the bill before you takes care of that. 

Senator Case. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Commissioner, is there any way that occurs to vou in which 
the committee could propose eons that could be equits ably ap- 
plied to the States in view of the fact that some of the States permit 
their funds to be used for this purpose, and some of them do not! 

Commissioner Du Pont. That is purely a State’s prerogative as I 
see it. I don’t see that the Federal Government in subsidizing the 
State can tell the States what they can do, That is their prerogative. 

Senator Case. But some of the proposals, I thought, have con- 
templated that the Federal funds should take over whatever per- 
centage of cost was to be allowed. 

Commissioner Du Pont. To that extent, as I see it, it is bypassing 
the States who do not have laws that permit that particular State 
to share the cost of the facilities. I presume that the Federal Gov- 
ernment would then deal with the highway department or some other 
agency. 

Senator Casr. The next witness on the agenda is Mr. Charles G. 
Blackard of the Tennessee Valley Public Power Association. 

Senator Gore. May I have the privilege of presenting Judge 
Blackard. a distinguished member of the Tennessee bar, Nashville, 
Tenn. 

Senator Cast. He has appeared before this committee before, I 
believe, and we are glad to welcome him again, 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES G. BLACKARD, GENERAL COUNSEL, 
ELECTRIC POWER BOARD OF THE CITY OF NASHVILLE, TENN. 


Mr. Buackarp, Thank you, Senator. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Charles 
G. Blackard. I live in Nashville, Tenn., and am general counsel 
for the Electric Power Board of the City of Nashville and also am 
representing and speaking for and in behalf of the Tennessee V alley 
Public Power Association, which association has included in its mem- 
bership 126 municipalities and cooperatives, distributing Tennessee 
Valley Authorty electricity and power in Tennessee, Georgia, Ala- 
bama, Mississippi, Kentucky, Virginia, and North Carolina. Seventy- 
eight of these distribution systems are municipally owned, 35 are 
REA-financed cooperatives, and the remainder are county systems. 

Heretofore on February 25, 1952, I testified before this committee, 
which testimony is of record in pamphlet designated, “Hearings be- 
fore a Subcommittee of the Committee of Public Works, e nited 
States Senate, Eighty-Second Congress, second session, on S, 2437 
and S. 2585,” pages 423 through 435. I request, Mr. Ga eaa: that 
said testimony by reference be incorporated herein. 

The relief sought in this hearing is the relief the various utilities 
have sought for some years. It is respectfully hoped that favorable 
action will be taken at this time by this committee and not further 
postponed, as we believe the data now in the hands of the committee, 
furnished by the proponents of this measure at much effort and no 
little cost, fully justifies such action. . 

Mr. Chairman, my statement was brief with the idea that this com- 
mittee would indulge me the privilege of making just a few extem- 
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poraneous remarks addressed to three propositions, and if I may 
indulge that privilege, I will rake it as short as I can. 

Senator Case. We will be pleased to have you proceed. 

Mr. Biackarp. This srrilelded is not a new problem at all. I be- 
came city attorney of the city of Nashville in 1938 and served as 
city attorney uiil 1949, and from 1943 to 1949 it was a part of my 
duties to act as attorney for the Power Board at Nashville. 

I resigned in 1949 and became general counsel for the Nashville 
Electric Service. 

Since 1938 I have been coming to Washington on this problem. 
Numerous trips have I made to the Federal Bureau of Roads, trying 
to get reimbursement for the property that we have been forced to 
move to accommodate Federal-aid highway projects. 

Now, our municipal system at Nashville is one that we purchased 
in 1939 from the Tennessee Electric Power Co. That system was 
largely composed of electric poles and wires on the highway, and 
we paid $15 million for that system. 

The legislature has given us a right, a vested right, to occupy the 
highways without any reservation or any limitation whatsoever. 
We are rightfully on the highways; we are not trespassers. 

Utility facilities, publicly owned or privately owned, on the high- 
Ways is a proper highway purpose. We can’t consider a highway 
alone for automobiles, a right-of-way, or an easement for automo- 
biles, another easement for gas facilities, another easement for tele- 
phone facilities; another easement for water facilities, and so on. 
All of these facilities serve the people, and they are properly on 
the highway. 

A housewife shops over her telephone to get her groceries instead 
of getting in a car and driving down to the grocery. She visits over 
the telephone. Electric lights are brought to her, and she doesn’t have 
to go to the store to buy her coal oil to carry same. 

The point is that it is a proper purpose, and without being on the 
highways, there is no way on earth to bring these utilities to the 
people. 

Now, we have a great system of highways, an integrated system, 
extending from the gulfs to the lakes and from the Atlantic to the 
Pacific, interstate in character. They are for national defense. It is 
important to the welfare of this country as our Army or as our Navy. 

These highways that I am speaking of, this integrated system, are 
not local projects. It is to accommodate that traffic. 

I want to relate just 1 or 2 little instances down home, I never op- 
erated much on a national scale. I just have been content to stay 
down there in our little town and serve the people as best I could 
in a small way, but we have leading out of Nashville to the south 
United States Highway No. 31. Thirty-one goes out Eighth Avenue 
side. It is on the national interstate system. 

We have Highway No. 41, leading out of Nashville to the south. 
It goes out Second Avenue. It is on the United States interstate 
highway system. 

Between the two is Fourth Avenue, known as Nolensville Pike. 
That is 831A and 41A. It goes out 12 or 15 miles, and 31A branches 
over to Pulaski, joins 31. 

414A goes over to Monteagle and joins 41. 

44742— 
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42A goes by Arnold Engineering Development Center, and it is 
the only entrance that I know of to that center. 

On this Nolensville Pike a few miles out from town, this little com- 
pany of ours—it is owned by the city of Nashville electric distribution 
system—owned a strip of land 30 feet wide adjacent to Nolensville 
Pike and to the east of it. Nolansville Pike has 40 feet right-of-way. 

They have been on that, the electric power board and our predeces- 
sor, since 1905. In 1939 we bought it and got a fee simple title to 
the land, and our wire is on that. 

They wanted to widen this Nolensville Pike from 40 feet to 80 feet, 
extending a distance of 2%o miles. They told us, “Get off.” They 
wanted our land, wanted us to move our wires. We said, “Of course 
we can’t do that; we can’t give our property away.” There was quite 
a dispute. 

Finally the State filed a bill in the chancery court, seeking a man- 
datory injunction to throw us off of our property. Mind you, this 
was property we owned in fee simple. The mandatory injunction 
was granted. We took it to the court of appeals. It was sustained. 
It was certiorari. It went to the Supreme Court, and they sustained 
it. The recourse is to sue the county. 

Well, the county didn’t want to pay for it. They didn’t initiate 
this thing. The trouble grew over roads and the State highway 
department. 

Senator Case. You just heard the Commissioner say the Federal 
Government did not initiate 

Mr. Biackarp. The State highway department, which was ap- 
proved by the Federal Bureau of Roads. 

We are not permitted to sue the State because of the State’s im- 
munity, and they plead their immunity. 

We had another situation on a bridge that is being built across the 
Cumberland River. The city had to pay; the Federal Bureau of 
Roads advised the State highway department that they would not 
pay for this property because it was in the name of the city for the 
use and benefit of the electric power board, and under that ruling 
they couldn’t pay for any property in the name of the county or in 
the name of the city. 

Now, it comes down to this proposition, gentlemen: we are hurting, 
and we are hurting badly. We have a right good system. We are 
larger than some of them, and the people there pay these electric 
rates and are the same people who pay the gasoline tax, the same 
people who pay the money that is being appropriated here. 

Now they are called upon again to an increase in rates which could 
very easily happen, to subsidize to that extent the roadbuilding 
program. 

As I understand it, there are only about 7.3 percent of all the high- 
ways in the United States that receive Federal aid. We can take care 
of the local situation, but we do think on these highways that receive 
Federal aid, which are not local in character, but of national signifi- 
cance, when we are called upon to move our facilities, we think we 
ought to be paid, reimbursed for that cost of moving. 

That is the situation that we are faced with, and we are up here 
asking the Great White Fathers to give appropriate relief, give what 
relief you can. 
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Senator Case. Unquestionably, Judge Blackard, there is a serious 
problem of equity involved here. At the same time the committee 
could hardly set up any system which would result in giving to some 
States an apportionment of Federal aid over and above that which 
they would receive under the same principles of distribution to control 
the entire fund. I don’t mean by that that I think it is necessary that 
it be done that way, but some of the proposals would lead us in that 
direction. 

Are there further questions ? 

If not, we thank you very much for your presentation. 

The next witness is Mr. Austin Roberts, Jr., of the National Asso- 
ciation of Railroad & Utilities Commissioners. 


STATEMENT OF AUSTIN L. ROBERTS, JR., GENERAL SOLICITOR, 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF RAILROADS & UTILITIES COM- 
MISSIONERS 


Mr. Roserts. Senator, may I say at the outset that I have a chart 
which I would like to have inserted into the record. 

Senator Case. Very well; it may be inserted at this point. 

(The chart referred to is as follows:) 
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Mr. Roserts. My name is Austin L. Roberts, Jr. I am _ general 
solicitor for the National Association of Railroad & Utilities Commis- 
sioners with offices at 7413 New Post Office Building, Washington, 
D.C. I am appearing this morning on behalf of that association in 
support of the proposal that public utilities should be reimbursed out 
of Federal-highway funds for the cost of relocating their facilities 
necessitated by Federal-aid highway projects. 

The association is a voluntary organization embracing within its 
membership the members of the regulatory commissions and boards, 
which regulate public utilities and transportation agencies, of the sev- 
eral States of the United States and the District of Columbia, with 
the single exception of the Ohio Public Utilities Commission. 

The matter of reimbursement of utilities for relocation expenses 
necessitated by Federal-aid highway projects was first brought to the 
association’s attention following the introduction of S. 2585, 82d Con- 
gress, by Senator McKellar of Tennessee and H. R. 6697, 82d Con- 
gress by Congressman Davis of Tennessee. These bills were referred 
to the association’s committee on legislation, which is a standing com- 
mittee of the association. The committee on legislation considered 
these bills meritorious and recommended to our association a resolu- 
tion endorsing the principles expressed therein. At the 1952 annual 
convention of the association held at Little Rock, Ark., on November 
10 to 13, 1952, a resolution was adopted in conformity with the recom- 
mendations of the committee on legislation. This resolution was re- 
affirmed at our 1953 annual convention held in New York City on Sep- 
tember 21 to 24, 1953. 

I would like to have the resolution inserted into the record at this 
point. 

(The resolution referred to is as follows :) 


RESOLUTION RELATING TO Cost oF RELOCATION oF UTILITY FACILITIES NECESSITATED 
BY FEDERAL-AIp HIGHWAY PROJECTS 


Whereas the relocation of plant and facilities as a result of the construction or 
reconstruction of highways and railroad grade crossings in connection with 
improvements of the Federal-aid system of roads is a source of considerable 
expense to regulated utilities other than railroads which ultimately must be 
borne by the users of utility services; and 

Whereas there were introduced in the 82d Congress of the United States identi- 
eal bills, 8S. 2585 and H. R. 6697, which were designed to authorize payment from 
Federal funds of the cost of relocating facilities of utilities other than railroads 
whether municipally, publicly, or privately owned, where such relocation is re- 
quired because of the construction or reconstruction of Federal-aid highways ; and 

Whereas pursuant to the provisions of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, 
railroads are reimbursed from Federal funds for the cost of relocating their 
facilities which are located within highway rights-of-way and which involved 
Federal-aid projects even though State laws may impose a duty on them to make 
contributions toward elimination of railroad rights-of-way crossings; and 

Whereas the Federal-Aid Highway Act does not specifically provide for the 
payment from Federal funds of any part of the cost of readjusting the facilities 
of utilities other than railroads which are located within highway rights-of-way 
and which are required to be relocated to accommodate Federal-aid highway 
projects ; and 

Whereas since the Federal funds expended for Federal-aid highway purposes 
are derived from taxes levied on the general public, including the nonrailroad 
utility user, such users are required to make double contribution toward the cost 
of Federal-aid highway construction; once in taxes and again through payment 
of higher rates to cover cost of relocating the nonrailroad utility’s facilities ; and 

Whereas in these times of constantly increasing cost and even higher taxes, 
regulatory commissions are especially concerned over increased operating costs 
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of we that necessitate higher rates to the users of such services: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the National Association of Railroad & Utilities Commissioners 
is of the opinion that the existing discrimination against nonrailroad utilities 
should be eliminated and that equal treatment should be accorded all utilities 
having facltes involved n Federal-aid highway projects; and 

Resolved further, That the committee on legislation and the legal representa- 
tives of this association are authorized to appear on behalf of the association 
before any committee of Congress at any hearing which may be hereafter held 
upon legislation pertaining to the above matter for the purpose of presenting 
the views of this association, 

Mr. Roserts. One of the statutory duties of the State regulatory 
commissions is the fixing of rates of public utilities. Gener rally speak- 
ing, these rates are based on the cost to the utility of furnishing the 
service to its customers. In the post-World War II period, constantly 
increasing costs and higher taxes have necessitated higher rates to the 
user of utility services. The increased cost added by “the nec essity of 
relocating utility facilities due to Federal-aid highway projects, is an 
additional expense which must ultimately be borne by the user of the 
utility service. Thus, the utility user contributes twice to the Fed- 
eral-aid highway projects; once through his proportionate share of 
the Federal taxes and second through the increased rates he must 
pay for the utility service. 

Inasmuch as Federal-aid highway projects are constructed primar- 
ily in the interest of our national defense and of interstate commerce, 
it is only equitable that they be paid for out of general tax funds 
rather than through utility rates. In the majority of instances, the 
user of utility service does not benefit by the relocation of facilities as 
he will be receiving the same electric, gas, telephone, or water service 
after the relocation as he was receiving prior to the relocation. For 
this reason, it is deemed inequitable to ask the utility user to bear a 
double burden, that is, in taxes and in rates, when the natural justifi- 
cation for the highway makes it appropriate that the complete cost be 
paid out of taxes. 

The unfairness of placing this cost on the users of utility services is 
particularly evident in the case of small localized utility companies 
who happen to be along the way of an interstate highway. The costs 
of relocation could be and have been a major hardship and burden 
tothem. There is no justification for incumbering a local utility com- 
pany with relocation costs due to construction of a highway that will 
be used to transport interstate commerce through its territory. 

The argument might be raised that the possibility of such reloca- 
tion costs are a condition of which the utility is aware when it accepts 
a franchise or a license to occupy the public right-of-way. However, 
the granting of these licenses and franchises are often premised on 
the desire of the residents of the area for widespread utility service 
and such widespread service is of local value in adding to the growth 
and development of a community. Therefore, if the burden of cost 
for Federal-aid highway projects is to fall equitably upon those who 
benefit by them, then the utility costs of relocating facilities should 
be borne by the ‘taxpayers and not by the rate payer. 

In considering this problem, the association discovered that the 
actual cost of relocating utility facilities as a result of Federal-high- 
way construction was not known. We, therefore, made inquiry of 
individual utility companies and national utility associations as to 
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whether or not it would be possible to ascertain the amount of these 
costs. The utility industry agreed to cooperate in such a study and 
committees were set up in 12 States to develop such information. 
These committees sought to obtain data as to the Federal-aid high- 
way projects completed in a State within a 12-month period and, if 
possible, to use the year ending June 30, 1952; ascertain which utility 
companies, whether privately, publicly, or municipally owned, were 
affected by each of these projects; and to ascertain the cost borne by 
each of these utilities as a result of plant relocation due to Federal- 
aid projects, excluding of course any cost resulting from betterment 
or improvement of plant. The results of these studies have been 
furnished to our association, and attached to my statement as an 
appendix is a summary of this data. It will be noted from this tabu- 
lation that the total cost borne by the utility companies in these 12 
States was 2.34 percent of the total cost of construction of the 
projects studied, and 4.81 percent of the Federal-aid appropriation to 
such projects. 

Section 10 of S. 2982 provides for a study by the Secretary of Com- 
merce in cooperation with the State highway department of the prob- 
lem of utility relocation. Such a study would create an unnecessary 
delay in arriving at a solution to this problem, at a time when increas- 
ing highway construction is placing a greater burden of cost on the 
utility-rate payers with each passing year. 

With the information presented to this committee in 1952 and by 
witnesses at these present hearings concerning the equities of the situ- 
ation, and with the data on the costs involved, it is felt that informed 
judgment can be exercised on this problem without further delay or 
study, and it is hoped that your committee will so act. 

I think it should also be pointed out that sectoin 10 of S. 2982 makes 
particular reference to studying various State statutes relating to this 
problem. Such information, we feel, is not relevant to action by 
Congress on this matter. State statutes provide, for example, for 
apportionment of costs in eliminating railroad grade crossings. 
The basis of apportionment varies in the several States from require- 
ments that the railroads bear the entire cost to instances where the 
public bears the entire cost. and the railroad nothing. The present 
provisions of the Federal-Aid Highway Act provide that railroads be 
reimbursed from Federal funds for the cost of relocating their facili- 
ties which are involved in Federal-aid projects. 

The purpose of this provision was to overcome the requirements of 
State statutes limiting such reimbursement. State laws pursuant to 
which contributions are imposed upon railroads for elimination of 
hazards at railway-highway crossings are not applicable in instances 
involving Federal-aid projects. If Congress were to so act now as 
regards other public utilities, the same effect would be accomplished 
and any existing requirements of State law limiting reimbursement 
to utilities for highway relocation costs would be inapplicable to the 
reimbursement from Federal funds where Federal-aid projects are 
involved. 

In closing may I restate that the relocation of utility plant and 
facilities, as a result of the construction or reconstruction of Federal- 
aid highway has become a source of considerable expense to many reg- 
ulated utilities. These relocation costs ultimately must be borne by the 
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user of utility services and thus, this matter of necessity is of grave 
concern to the State regulatory commissions. We recommend that in 
the consideration of Federal highway problems, positive consideration 
be given to the inclusion of a provision for reimbursement to public 
utilities for this cost of relocating their plant as necessitated by Fed- 
eral-aid highway projects. 

Thank vou, Mr. Chairman, very much for the opportunity of appear- 
ing before the committee. 

Senator Case. We appreciate your statement, Mr. Roberts. Might 
I ask whether in the regulation of rates of some utilities, is it or is it 
not a fact that in some instances the utilities have received a rights-of- 
way use along highway groups or along highways or cities where urban 
funds have been used without paying for that with the understanding 
that they would be responsible for any costs incurred in highway 
relocation ¢ 

Mr. Roperrs. Yes; I believe that is true. In numerous States where 
the franchise or license was granted by the State statute, the State 
statute also provided that the utility would bear the cost of relocating 
any of the facilities for the use of these public rights-of-way. 
As I pointed out in my statement in connection with the railroads, 
such provisions also existed for railroads; the State statutes provided 
for 50-50 reimbursement, for complete reimbursement to the rail- 
roads, and for complete contribution by the railroads, and the pro- 
vision of the Federal Highway Act providing for reimbursement to 
the railroads now supersedes those provisions of the State statute so 
that that limitation would no longer be applicable; in short, the 
present statutes as to railroads apply only to the State roads where 
there is still an AppOT Honan procedure going on. 

Senator Case. In determining rates, do the utility commissioners, 
where they have ratemaking authority, include a factor for possible 
relocation costs ? 

Mr. Roserts. Nota factor;no. The utility rates generally are based 
on cost; that is, on the actual cost that the utilities have incurred in 
rendering a service plus what might be called a return on their prop- 
erty that is used and useful to the purpose. 

Senator Cast. What happens if one of these burdens falls on the 
utility ? 

Mr. Roserts. If the utility has experienced this actual cost, that 
would be included in the consideration and fixing of rates. Where it 
is not an actual cost, where it is something that cannot be foretold for 
the future, or only a possible consideration of the future, it is not 
considered by the commission in fixing rates. 

Senator Case. We thank you very much for your statement, Mr. 
Roberts, and it will be considered, and this table will be studied. 

Mr. Roserts. Thank you very much. 

Senator Case. Mr. Walter E. Beckjord, representing the Cincinnati 
Gas & Electric Co. and others, is present and woul like to file a 
statement. 

Mr. Becxsorv. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I would like to represent those 
companies. They serve Kentucky and Ohio and in and around that 
area, and before the House committee several other utilities through- 
out Ohio have joined in a statement, and if I could, I would like to 
have the right reserved to have them join with me. 





260 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


Senator Case. We would be pleased to receive your statement and 
have it appear in the record. 
(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


Tue CINCINNATI GAs & ELEcTRIC Co., 
Cincinnati 1, Ohio, March 5, 1954. 
Re Senate bills Nos. 2859 and 2982. 
CHARLES N. KAPNIC, 
Chief Clerk, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: This statement is filed, in support of Senator Johnson’s amend- 
ment to Senate bill No. 2982, pursuant to leave granted to the undersigned at 
the hearing on March 3, 1953, by Senator Francis Case, chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Roads. The statement will also supplement the letter dated 
March 1, 1954, filed by Lee C. Howley, general counsel of the Cleveland Electric 
Illuminating Co. for himself and the others set forth below. 

It has been suggested that utilities should not be reimbursed, as railroads 
are, for the cost of relocating their facilities in connection with Federal-aid 
highway projects because the railroads own private rights-of-way. However, 
the problem is more realistically expressed in terms of the burden on railroad 
or utility consumers. That burden is of the same nature. It would therefore 
follow that if railroads are so reimbursed utilities should be also. 

It has also been argued that railroads are reimbursed for such costs because 
highways provide competition for railroads. Certainly it is questionable that 
highways constructed in the interest of national defense are in competition with 
railroads. Again, however, the substantial question is whether utility consumers 
are in effect to be treated equally with railroad ones. 

Moreover, we do not believe that the matter should be left to the States. 
This would probably result in consumers in some States not having to bear 
such costs and consumers in other States bearing such costs. Federal aid is 
justified on the theory that the highways are constructed in the interest of 
national defense and interstate commerce for the benefit of the general public. 
The problem is not therefor a local one. Uniform treatment can only be ac- 
corded by a Federal act. In view of the reimbursement accorded railroads, 
it seems only equitable to provide similar treatment for utilities. 

Sincerely yours, 
THE CINCINATTI GAS & ELEcTRIC Co., 
WALTER E. Becksorp, Secretary. 
Walter B. Beckjord, for Himself and by Special authorization for Lee C. 
Howley, General Counsel for Cleveland Electric Illuminating Co.; Ju- 
lian deBruyn Kops, Counsel for the Dayton Power & Light Co.; John 
Sabel, Counsel for the Marietta Electric Co. ; D. Bruce Mansfield, Counsel 
for Ohio Edison Co.; Leslie Henry, Fuller, Harrington, Seney & Henry, 
Counsel for the Toledo Edison Co.; W. Glover Porter, Porter Stanley, 
Treffinger & Platt, Counsel for Columbus & Southern Ohio Electrie Co. 

That completes the list of witnesses that has been furnished the 
Chair. Are there any persons present who desire to file a supple- 
mental statement ? 

Mr. Roserts. If I might make an additional statement; I have a 
copy of the work papers for that tabulation which was attached to 
my statement, and I will be very glad to furnish those to the clerk 
of the committee for such use as the committee or the staff desires 
to make of it. 

Senator Case. I am sure the staff will be glad to receive them for 
reference and study. 

That concludes the hearing for this afternoon. The committee will 
adjourn until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning, at which time we will 
meet in the Public Works Committee room in the Senate Office Build- 
ing, and we have several witnesses, primarily from Government agen- 
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cies, the Secretary of State, the Department of Defense, National 
Park Service, Indian Bureau, and also I believe Mr. Reindollar of 
the American Road Builders Association, representatives of the Amer- 
ican Trucking Association and Air Tr: ansport Association. 

We want to conclude the hearings, if possible, tomorrow so that 
if any of you have any friends who have any material they want sub- 
mitted, it should be submitted to the committee tomorrow. 

We appreciate your being here and hope you can be with us again 
tomorrow, Mr. Commissioner. 

(Whereupon, at 4:20 p. m. the hearing was recessed, to reconvene 
at 10 a. m., Thursday, March 4, 1954.) 
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THURSDAY, MARCH 4, 1954 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON PuBLic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pus.iic Roabs, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met at 10:10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 
412, Senate Office Building, Senator Francis Case (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Case (chairman of the subcommittee), and 
Upton. 

Also present: Charles N. Kapnic, chief clerk; Eliose Porter, as- 
sistant clerk; Ellsworth W. Bassett and Theo W. Sneed, technical 
staff members. 

Senator Casr. The committee will come to order. 

Before we proceed with the agenda as scheduled this morning, the 
Chair would like to ask the Commissioner of Public Roads to come 
before the committee for a few things which developed at yesterday’s 
hearing. 

Mr. Commissioner, we had a great deal of testimony yesterday 
about this public utility phase of the whole road problem. Has the 
Bureau made any estimate of what the costs would be if provision were 
made for utility relocation costs ? 

Commissioner Du Ponr. No, sir. The only reports I have seen 
have been prepared by the industry. We have not made any. 

Senator Case. The figure was used of an examination in 12 States, 
I believe it was, where the cost would come to about 4.81 percent of 
the allocations for those States. 

Commissioner Du Pont. I have the same recollection, but there is 
one thing that is not quite clear to me, sir, and I believe that under 
the legislation that is proposed the States would not participate in 
that 4.8 percent on a 50-50 basis. In other words, it would be 100 
percent Federal money paying the utilities under this legislation. 

I don’t think that point was brought out, and I don’t know 

Senator Casr. Of course, if that is charged to that State’s alloca- 
tion, it would reduce the total funds for the State to put into highway 
purposes the same amount. 

Commissioner Du Pont. That is correct. 

Senator Case. But the difference is that it would, as you point out, 
reduce the total amount spendable or available for road purposes. 

Commissioner Du Ponrt. It is 100 percent bail-out, if you wish to 
refer to it that way, without State-matching. 
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Senator Case. It would reduce the amount of money put into road 
construction in the States by 4.81 percent, or half of that if it were 
made matchable. 

Commissioner Du Pont. Now, under the present laws in those States 
that recognize this as part of the cost of construction it is a 50-50 
basis because we do reimburse utilities in those States where the State 
considers it a part of the construction cost. 

Senator Casr. You do at the present time? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Oh, yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Have you made any estimate of what portion of the 
total program that amounts to? 

Commissioner Du Ponr. No; we have been doing it for many years 
and just considered it as part of the—— 

Senator Case. Could you prepare for the committee and make it a 
part of your record a little chart which would show how much that 
has amounted to by States? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Yes. 

Senator Case. Over the past 2 years, let’s say ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Yes, sir; but I don’t think that would be 
a very good figure because we all recognize during the war years there 
was very little construction done. So, we have had a concentration 
due to the deficiencies in the last couple of years. If you took it for 
5 years, it would be much less. 

Senator Case. For 5 years it would be better, if you can get the in- 
formation showing what that picture has been for 5 years. 

Commissioner Du Pont. And it is going to be accelerated because 
we are now getting into really a constr uction phase. 

Senator Case. That would be helpful, also, if that was a complete 
list of the States and if you would indicate, then, the States where 
it was not done because the State law hasn’t permitted them to do it 
on a maching basis, and then give the figures for the States where it 
is permitted. 

Commissioner Du Pont. I will be very glad to get that. 

Senator Cas. That is one table or chart I would like to have. 

Commissioner Du Ponrt. Let’s settle the period. Shall be go back 
to 1940, or—— 

Senator Case. I think if you could back to 1940 it would be even 
better. 

Commissioner Du Pont. Yes. 

Senator Case. I don’t want to encumber the record with too many 
charts of figures, but that would be concise. 

Commissioner Du Pont. You get the point I am bringing out. We 
had very little, lean years, and now we are getting into expensive years. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 

An examination of the detail voucher files indicates the information requested 
is not readily available for analysis prior to June 30, 1952. The data reported 
covers 8,214 projects. 

The following statement covers cost of participating utility work involved in 
Federal-aid highway construction vouchers on which final payment was made 
during the period July 1, 1952, to February 28, 1954. 


A summary for the United States is also shown indicating the total volume 
of Federal-aid work performed and the number of States requesting reimburse- 


ment for utility work. 
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Unless States request reimbursements in normal matching ratios cost of utility 
work would not be included in Federal-aid vouchers. 


Cost of participating utility work involwed in Federal-aid highway construction 
vouchers—Completed and paid projects 
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Mississippi. ---- : ait S61 Bois dn ithpene 1] Wate, £6-disicedves 513, 964 | 186, 767 
Missouri. - ss acl 19, 237 | 7,018 || == —S _ ———————— 
Montana... ..:....... al 11, 984 | 2,697 || Total cost of construction. |713, 373, 
Nebraska. iste agpanell 18, 772 19,710 || Federal-aid funds__.__- |357, 296,618 | 308, 440, 606 
DOS... « cacnrececuans sa 1, 699 1,422 || Total cost of participating | 
New Hampshire Sil edt 7, 675 | 4,468 || utility work._.........-.| 513, 964 | 186, 767 
NOW BEGKOO. cc. scs-5~-0s 17, 625 | 13,198 || States participating __. nsf 29 | 22 

| ! : 


Senator Case. Then another bit of information I think we ought to 
have for the record is something that brings us up to date on the inter- 
state system. 

We have had a lot of references to the interstate system. The bill 
as reported in the House committee, and one of the bills of the com- 
mittee here proposes an expansion of interstate from a current au- 
thorization of 25 million up to 200 million, and I understand a bill is 
being introduced today which proposes 900 million for the interstate 
system. 

If the committee is going to give an intelligent answer to the ques- 
tions that arise with that kind of a proposal before us, we ought to 
have, I should think, a map, chart, which would show us the approxi- 
mate routes of the interstate system and its development on a current 
basis as nearly as you can, by the diagram on the map. 

Commissioner Du Pont. I don’t think that would be too difficult. 
As you well know, part of the interstate system—in fact, the interstate 
system is part of the primary system. 

Senator Casr. Yes. 

Commissioner Du Pont. And there have been improvements out 
of primary money on the interstate system. 

Senator Case. Then we ought to have that in dollars also as to the 
total estimated cost of the so-called interstate system. 

Commissioner Du Pont. I believe it has beeen running around 125 
million a year, but that is just some idea, and we can get the exact 
amount. 

Senator Casr. And the figures ought to indicate how much is yet 
to be done in the so-called interstate system. 

Commissioner Du Pont. We have those. 
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(The information referred to is as follows :) 


Bureau of Public Roads—Cost of interstate system improvements as of Feb. 1, 


Estimated 
cost of 
24 improve- 
State ment of 
interstate 
system 
hie sininitnili 
Alabama $87, 976, 250 
Arizona 92, 108, 000 


Arkansas 78, 289, 200 











California 1, 169, 427, 000 
Colorado 72, 293, 523 
Connecticut 219, 302, 000 
Delaware 49, 428, 500 
Florida 115, 262, 500 
Georgia 175, 727, 585 
Idaho 50, , 000 
Illinois 856, 377, 503 
Indiana 389, 437, 410 
Iowa 78, 348, 700 
Kansas 89, 783, 3% 
Kentucky 181, 932, 609 
Louisiana 221, 009, 900 
Maine 74, 171,000 
Maryland 242, 277, 780 
Massachusetts 451, 896, 100 
Michigan 416, 399, 150 
Minnesota. . 161, 511, 044 
Mississippi 88, 139, 800 
Missouri 235, 283, 990 
Montana 116, 604, 450 
Nebraska - - 48, 239, 000 
Nevada 19, 568, 300 
New Hampshire - . 40, 329, 000 
New Jersey 404, 053, 400 
New Mexico 58, 109, 700 
New York 862, 281, 000 
North Carolina 72, 857, 000 
North Dakota 45, 150, 720 
Ohio 758, 591, 000 
Oklahoma 166, 417, 500 
Oregon 117, 915, 000 
Pennsylvania 926, 579, 000 
Rhode Island 86, 007, 976 
South Carolina 119, 568, 750 
South Dakota 44, 834, 800 
Tennessee 241, 657, 516 
Texas 435, 987, 600 
Utah 84, 253, 300 
Vermont 54, 418, 520 
Virginia 207, 309, 000 
Washington 184, 460, 100 
West Virginia 206, 609, 500 
Wisconsin 27, 204, 000 
Wyoming 60, 069, 660 
District of Columbia 


180, 670, 000 


Total _-. 


Total 











1954 


cost of interstate system improvements financed from 
Federal-aid highway funds 


Primary funds Urban funds 





















Projects | Protects | Projects Projects 
completed shuagremned Total |Completed jprogramed| Total 
or plans cate or plans only 
approved ’ approved ’ 
$23, 797, 615| $5, 574, 800|$29, 372, 415) $6, 675, 910 $140, 000| $6, 815, 910 
25, 346,769} 1,236,000) 26,582,769) 1, 759, 556 1, 759, 556 
11, 226, 944 283, 425) 11, 510,369) 3, 952, 260 175,000) 4, 127, 260 
82, 291, 553) 2,752,500) 85,044,053) 77,714, 531)_-- 77, 714, 531 
17, 070, 57 17,070, 571) 11, 654, 832 400, 000} 12, 054, 832 
16, 166, 523 16, 166, 523) 13, 251, 498 200, 000; 13, 451, 498 
758, 914 561,136) 1.320,050 weak 
12, 854, 648) 2,358,000) 15 2,648! 14,780,455) 4,000,000) 18, 780, 455 
24, 149, 495 984, 000 495) 19, 556, 461 19, 556, 461 
10, 769, 279 404, 000 279) 680, 63 } 680, 627 
41, 451, 131 422, 500 3,631) 92, 109, ¢ 559, 000) 102, 668, 935 
17,340,517) 2, 454, 000 , 794, 517) 11,305,775) 3,084,000) 14, 389, 775 
1, 987, 835 440, 000 , 427,835; 2,000, 794 2, 000, 794 
14, 506, 902 , 506, 902) 1, 368,019 1, 368, C19 
19, 928, 096 | 19,928,096; 2,818,500) 1,575,000! 4,393, 500 
19,040, 665) 2, 250,000) 21, 290,665) 9,845,058) 2,000,000) 11, 845, 058 
10, 758, 742 10, 758,742) 4,068,027 4, 068, 027 
12, 484, 493 12, 484, 493) 12, 344, 866 . 12, 344, 866 
20,051, 352 112,000; 20, 163, 352) 22, 699, 248 5,000) 22, 704, 248 
13, 107, 079 780, 000) 13,887,079) 75,116,080) 4,881,357) 79, 997, 437 
15, 797, 401 225,000) 16,022,401; 3,107,798) 1,147,000) 4, 254, 798 
10, 156,614) 2,335,850) 12, 492,464) 3, 380, 613 766, 200! 4,146,813 
40, 729,929; 4,189,800) 44,919, 729) 28, 976, 624 657, 600) 29, 634, 224 
17, 480,490' 1,652,000) 19, 132, 490 40, 583 282, 000 322, 583 
2,182,106; 1,043,000) 3, 225, 106).-- E53 
11, 048, 992) 2,334, 989) 13, 383, 981) - 
418,341) 1,080,000; 1,498,341) 2,249,055 i | 2, 249, 055 
17, 928, 306 17, 928, 306, 18, 987, 662 180,000) 19, 167, 662 
25, 108, 364 332, 000| 25, 440,364! 1, 689, 184) _- 1, 689, 184 
9,087,952) 4,454,956) 13,633,908) 51,773,602) 8, 450,000) 60, 223, 602 
8, 256,866) 2,054,000) 10,310,866) 2,736, 608 660,000) 38, 396, 608 
9, 264, 621 9, 264,621; 1, 950, 703 1, 950, 703 
8, 422, 741 8, 422, 741) 43, 315, 879) __- 43, 315, 879 
7,660,570) 2,687,000! 10,347,570! 5,197, 605 500, 00C 5, 697, 605 
23, 936, 145 640, 000; 24, ! 145| 7, 551, 327 26,345| 7,577, 672 
59, 337, 796 59, 337, 796104, 404, 572) 4, 800, 000/109, 204, 575 
2, 905, 828 2, 905, 828) 4, 803, 240 4, 803, 240 
8, 686, 353 226,000; 8,912,353 654, 725 935,000) 1, 589, 725 
6, 590, 969 6, 590, 969 324, 451 324, 451 
26, 588, 294 26, 588, 294) 12,024,916) 1,000,000) 13,024, 916 
66, 050, 874 936, 000) 66, 986,874) 49, 288, 691 675,000; 49, 963, 691 
12, 190, 12,190,981; 1, 495,092 832,628) 2,327,720 
952, 1,139,000) 2,091,741 423, 122) __- 423, 122 
16, 051, § 350, 000) 16,401,912) 2, 482,344 200,000} 2, 682,344 
16, 992, § 7,400; 17,000,302) 5, 624, 793)___. 5, 624, 793 
7,109,475) 1,635,400) 8,744,875) 6,541, 188 250,000) 6,791, 188 
4, 146, 556 4, 146,556, 3,619,000) 2,155,000) 5,774,000 
18, 048, 993 200, 000; 18, 248, 993 949, 768 | 949, 768 
3, 187, 478 3, 187,478; 6,831, 978 6, 831, 978 


11, 266, 371, 816,851, 409, 713 48, 225, 756 899, 635, 469 754, 127 





, 5 50, 536, 130 804, 663, 685 





1 From the report “Highway needs of the national defense,”’ 1949. 


For the final quarter of 1953, unit costs 


of highway construction were approximately 4 percent higher than as of the date of the estimate (1948). 





FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


267 


Bureau of Public Roads—Cost of interstate system improvements as of Feb. 1, 


1954—Continued 


Total cost of interstate system improvements financed from 
highway funds 























Federal-aid 


Interstate system funds Total 
State : 7 bai em seen 0 tl 
Projects a Projects ee 
| tea | Projects re Projects 
| ei programed | Total ae programed Total 
| approved 9 approved — | 
‘ —- $$ — | ——_____- | — ——___ penne = |) 
Alabama $1, 048, 660 $1,048, 660; $31, 522,185! $5,714,800) $37, 236, 985 
Arizona 506, 801 $525, 483 1, 032, 284} 27, 613, 126 1, 761, 483 29, 374, 609 
Arkansas 816, 208 12, 428 828, 636) 15, 995, 412 470, 853) 16, 466, 265 
California 2, 802, 292 662, 500 3, 464, 792 162, 808,376) 3,415,000 166, 223, 376 
Colorado. - .-- | 11, 884) 780, 000) 791, 884) 28, 737, 287 1, 180, 000 29, 917, 287 
Connecticut | 256, 078)... 256, 078 29, 674, 099) 200, 000} 29, 874, 099 
Delaware. 4, 080) 238, 864| 242, 944| 762, 994| 800, 000| 1, 562, 994 
Florida 11, 964 11, 964) 27, 647,067) 6, 358,000 34, 005, 067 
Georgia 1, 023, 620 1, 023, 620 44, 729, 576 984, 000 45, 713, 576 
Idaho 9, 047 550, 000 559, 047) 11, 458, 953) 954, 000 12, 412, 953 
Illinois 1, 930, 958) 1, 930, 958) 135, 492,924) 10, 981, 500 146, 474, 524 
Indiana 1, 173, 136 35, 762 1, 208, 898) 29, $19,428; 5,573, 762) 35, 393, 190 
Iowa 207, 187 648, 082 855, 269) 4, 195, 816 1, O88, 082) 5, 283, 898 
Kansas 1, 433, 558 1, 234, 426 2, 667, 984) 17, 308, 479) 1,3 18, 542, 905 
Kentucky 119, 000 763, 770 882, 770 22, 865, 506 2, 3 25, 204, 366 
Louisiana 1, 018, 210 11, 680 1, 029, 890) 29, 903, 933 4, 34, 165, 613 
Maine 445, 702 ‘ | 445, 702) 15, 272, 471 
Maryland 443, 650 443, 650] 25, 273, 009 
Massachusetts | | 117, 000} 42, 867, 600 
Michigan 792 1, 598, 792) 89,821,951) 5, 661, 357 95, 483, 308 
Minnesota , 416 74, 706) 818, 122 19, 648, 615! 1, 446, 706 21, 095, 321 
Mississippi , 400) 546, 400) 869, 800 13, 860,627, 3, 648, 450 17, 509, 077 
Missouri , 558 21, 808 1, 343, 366 71, 028, 111 4, 869, 208) 75, 897, 319 
Montana. 763, 278 , 278) 17, 521,073 2, 697, 278 20, 218, 351 
Nebraska. a oe 5 } 2, 182, 106 1, 043, 000 3, 225, 106 
Nevada. - 5, 787 380, 011) 11,054,779) 2,715, 000 13, 769, 779 
New Hampshire 3, 636 d 2, 671, 032 1, 080, 000! 3, 751, 032 
New Jersey 655, 324 | 655, 33 37, 571, 292 180, 000! 7, 751, 292 
New Mexico... 4 3 571, 739) .. ; | 571, 739) 27, 369, 287 332, 000) 27, 701, 287 
New York “ 3, 976, 067 3, 976, 067 60, 861, 554; 16, 972, 023) 77, 833, 577 
North Carolina. - owe 10, 993, 474) 2, 714, 000! 13, 707, 474 
North Dakota 537, 630) 861, 768 1, 399, 398) 11, 752, 954} 861, 768} 12, 614, 722 
Ohio 1, 735, 004 26, 420 1, 761, 424 53, 473, 624 26, 420 53, 500, 044 
Oklahoma Sasi ead 998, 782) ........ | x 13, 856, 957) 3, 187, 000) 17, 043, 957 
Oregon 740, 447 285, 200! 1, 32, 227, 919 951, 545 33, 179, 464 
Pennsylvania 1, 933, 788 29, 448 1,§ 2 165, 676,156| 4,820,448) 170, 505, 604 
Rhode Faber 6) no 8 - ca piend |b osteganan speybsleep -| 7, 709, 068) - .... 7, 709; 068 
South Carolina o=mpeh _ fs 9, 341, 078 1, 161, 000) 10, 502, 078 
South Dakota... ...-.--..- | 830, 396) 10, 407 840, 803) 7, 745, 816) 10, 407} 7, 756, 223 
Tennessee 1, 323, 450) ..... | 1, 323, 450) 39, 936, 660) 1, 000, 000) 40, 936, 660 
Texas 2, 859, 762 2, 768, 000) 5, 627, 762) 118, 199, 327) 4, 379, 000 122, 578, 327 
Utah ‘ 380, 739 geeenl 380, 739) 14, 066, 812) 832, 628 14, 899, 440 
Vermont 5, 636 361, 656 367, 292) 1, 381,499) 1, 500, 656 2, 882, 155 
ViReeORAL: i 54454 <k8 a 1, 322, 935) 14, 328 1, 337, 263) 19, 857, 191) 564, 328) 20, 421, 519 
Washington 615, 579 . 615, 579 23, 233, 274 7, 400! 23, 240, 674 
West Virginia 547, 366 547, 366 14, 198, 029) 1, 885, 400) 16, 083, 429 
Wisconsin en setnihn diated Retin iad 7, 765, 556) 2, 155, 000 9, 920, 556 
Wyoming 485, 975) 2 485, 975! 19, 484, 736 200, 000! 19, 684, 736 


District of Columbia_-_.--|-- 


Total 





18 


44742 


54 


10, 019, 456 


10, 019, 456 


_..| 82,803,176) 15, 582,492) 48, 385, 668) 1, 638, 340, 444) 114, 344, 378) "1, 752, 684, 822 
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Senator Case. I think we also ought to have a definitive answer to 
this question of the mileage. 

Commissioner Du Pont. Yes. 

Senator Casr. Now, it has been generally spoken of as a 40,000-mile 
system. 

" Commissioner Du Pont. Thirty-seven thousand eight hundred miles 
currently. 

Senator Case. Thirty-seven thousand eight hundred. 

Commissioner Du Pont. And it can be expanded to forty. 

Senator Case. It can be expanded to forty thousand ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Under existing law ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. There has been some suggestion, and that was the 
reason in S. 2859, that the system be expanded to approximately 
50,000 miles. 

Commissioner Du Pont. Yes. 

Senator Case. Can you put more work on the interstate system in 
the places where you think it would need it without an expansion of 
that mileage authority ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. We definitely can for a good many years. 

Senator Case. We can fora good many years? 

Commissioner Du Pont. For a good many years; yes. 

The deficiency is estimated at somewhere around $12 billion on the 
interstate system. 

Senator Casr. Does that 40,000 apply to a designation of routes or 
to an application of money ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. It isa designation of routes, miles. 

Senator Casr. Does the existing designation cover all of the routes 
and segments of highways in the United States that you think ought 
to be on the interstate system, or do you need some additional leeway 
for designation purposes? 

Commissioner Du Pont. I believe for the present time the leeway 
provided, namely about 2,200 miles, is adequate, certainly until we get 
many of the present deficiencies rectified. 

Senator Case. If you got $900 million, as I understand, that is pro- 
posed in the bill that is being introduced today, would that call for an 
extension of the designations? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Not in my judgment, in view of the fact 
there are existing deficiencies of over $12 billion. 

Senator Case. In any event, if you will give us a map and the table 
that will show the applications in terms of dollars and miles, it will 
be helpful when we come to mark up the bill. 

Commissioner Du Pont. Yes, sir, 

(The map referred to is shown on p. 269.) 





: 








4612 asnonw 
AQNIOW SWYOM “TWW3034 “WOLVUISININGY BHA AS 
G3A0WddY ONY G3Is100/N Sv 
SLNIALLEVEIO AVMHOIH BLVLS TWUBAIS BHL 40 NOILDV ANIOF AS O3197798 
SAVMHOIH JLVISYZLNI JO W3LSAS TIWNOILWN 


NOILVULSININOY SOVOW 278d \ 


269 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 





270 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


Senator Case. The Chair might state we hope to conclude the hear- 
ings today and to work next week on the details of the bill, marking 
up the bill or doing whatever the committee wants to do with it. 

Yesterday you heard the testimony that was given on this utility 
program. There was one question that came to my mind in connec- 
tion with a great deal of the testimony about the selection of routes. 
There was one instance that was brought before the committee where 
it was said that the highway was put on a certain street which caused 
a cost of a million and a half dollars, or something like that 

Commissioner Du Pont. Very substantial. 

Senator Case. Falling upon a utility, where, if it had been over 
just a block that wouldn’t have occurred. 

Now, it might be that the rights-of-way on the block away was 
more expensive in some other way; but, in any event, on the basis 
of the testimony submitted yesterday, it would appear that the State 
highway commission selecting that route and the Bureau of Public 
Roads were somewhat callous or indifferent to the burden that was 
thrown upon the utility. 

Would you care to remark or say anything about that ? 

Commissioner Du Pont. Senator Kerr expressed some concern, as 
you will recall. As I recall, he stated, “They do not do that in my 
State,” and I think the inference was that the city had not been 
consulted and that the State highway department, in cooperation with 
the Bureau of Public Roads, had arbitrarily selected this route for 
an expressway through Jacksonville. Frankly, I did not know the 
details at that time, and no one asked me any questions. 

I did have the matter looked into last evening, and I find that inso- 
far as that particular route is concerned, there was appointed by the 
city of Jacksonville a group of some 20 individuals representing 
industry and Government and all phases. 

You gentlemen must understand there must, of necessity, be co- 
operation between the State and the city in order to effect any ar- 
rangements, because we can deal only with the State. : 

Therefore, that group of representatives, together with the State 
highway department and one of our representatives sitting in, did 
develop this route. 

Also, in this particular instance, in view of the unusual financing 
by the country involving toll bridges, and so forth, the county was 
involved, so that there were, in addition to public roads, these other 
local agencies, and we concurred in their findings. 

Senator Casz. Would you check and determine whether or not there 
was any resolution adopted by the county governing board, or by 
the city council or the City Commission of Jacksonville in that 
particular instance, relative to the selection of the route on this 
project ¢ 

Commissioner Du Pont. I shall be very glad to give you a report 
on the matter. 

Senator Case. If you would make that available for the record 

Commissioner Du Pont. Yes, sir. 








(The following memorandum was furnished by the Bureau of Public Roads:) 

This is in reply to your verbal request for a brief report of the evidence in our 
records wherein officials of the city of Jacksonville have given approval in con- 
nection with the expressway program. 

In a report entitled “Interstate Highway Plan for Jacksonville, Florida,” dated 
1945-46, it is indicated on the title page that the traffic survey and Interstate 
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highway plan were jointly developed by the State Road Department, the Bureau 
of Public Reads, and the city of Jacksonville. In the introduction of this report 
there is a description of the establishment of a local Interstate Highway Com- 
mittee, made up of 20 citizens and civic leaders representing not only the busi- 
nesses and industries in the area but also all planning groups. This committee 
studied the data assembled by the State and made several suggestions which were 
embodied in a final report. The expressway plan later developed in greater detail 
is essentially the same as that shown in this report. 

In March 1950, we approved an initial Federal-aid urban system for Jackson- 
ville which included the whole of the proposed expressway routes. As part of 
the supporting data, in a letter dated January 14, 1950, the State Highway 
Engineer advises that their files contained a resolution adopted by the Jackson- 
ville City Commission on January 5, 1950, approving the selection of this system. 

As part of the P. 8. & E. submittal for Project U-503 (1), which was completed 
January 1954, there is a copy of an agreement dated April 28, 1952, between the 
State road department and the city of Jacksonville covering the adjustment of 
municipally owned utilities— power. sanitary sewers, and water. This certainly 
furnishes evidence that the city officials had occasion to review and approve 
project plans. 

Because of the rather unique financial arrangement for the expressway system 
in Jacksonville, which ties in directly with two toll bridges financed by bond issue 
and supported both by tolls and State highway revenues distributed to the 
counties, Duvall County has been a principal local agent in the financing of the 
system. While we do not have specific records, thus it is evident that one phase 
of local approval is that given by county officials rather independently of city 
officials. 

In a lette rof January 14, 1950, to our district engineer of the State of Florida, 
the State Road Department of Florida indicated that they had in their files a reso- 
lution adopted by the Jacksonville city commission on January 5, 1950, approving 
the selection of the proposed Federal-aid urban system of highways and streets 
for the Jacksonville, Fla., urban area. 

The expressway through Jacksonville is a portion of said system. 





Senator Casr. Also, what would you say with respect to the selec- 
tion of routes where high utility costs are involved ? 

Is that inquired into by the Bureau of Public Roads when it gives 
concurrence { 

Commissioner Du Pont. Senator Case, the initiation of any route 
on any of the Federal-aid systems lies in the State highway depart- 
ment, 

When you go through an incorporated community, the highway 
department must effect arrangements with that community msofar 
as any routes through the city are concerned. In other words, the 
incorporated communities, as you know, are separate entities from 
the State, and have jurisdiction over the streets. 

So, a cooperative agreement is entered into between the State high- 
way department and the city. Then they present it to us for our 
consideration, counsel, and final approval. 

In other words, we cannot initiate any highway project in any 
of the States under the Federal-aid Act. 

Senator Case. Thank you very much; and if you will see that those 
charts and other memoranda requested are made available to the 
committee by the first of the week, it will be greatly appreciated. 

Commissioner Du Pont. I will be very glad to do so. 

Senator Case. This morning we have with us Mr. Robert F. Wood- 
ward, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State, to testify on the portions 
of the bill that relate to highways in the Latin-American countries, 
or any other phase of the road program that concerns the Department 
of State. 

Mr. Woodward. 
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT F. WOODWARD, DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR INTER-AMERICAN AFFAIRS, DEPART- 
MENT OF STATE, ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN L. OHMANS, OFFICE 
OF CENTRAL AMERICAN AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


Mr. Woopwarp. Mr. Chairman, these sections of the draft legisla- 
tion, as you are undoubtedly fully aware, are sections 5 and 6. The 
draft legislation would give new authorizations for fiscal years 1956 
and 1957 in the case of the inter-American highway of $8 million 
per annum, and in the case of the so-called Rama Road in Nicaragua, 
under section 6, of $2 million per annum. 

We are about to make a rather unusual suggestion, sir, in that 
we have found in discussions with the House Committee on Public 
Works, that it will not be necessary to request new authorizations 
if language can be put into the legislation which will make it certain 
that the unused authorizations from the Federal Highway Act of 
1952 can be utilized. 

The Federal Highway Assistance Act of 1952 authorized the same 
amounts for fiscal years 1953 and 1954, that is, a total of $16 million 
for the 2 years, eight in each year for the inter-American Highway, 
and a total of $4 million for the Rama Road. 

Of those amounts, so far there have been appropriated only $1 
million under each of the sections. So, that would leave a balance 
authorized, but not ile: homage. of $15 million for the inter-Ameri- 
can Highway, and $3 million authorized, but not appropriated, for 
the Rama Road. 

The House Committee has reported out favorably certain language 
which could be substituted for sections 5 and 6, which would make 
it certain that these authorizations were carried over. 

Senator Casr. The Chair has here a copy of H. R. 8127, which, as 
IT understand, is the revised bill offered by Mr. McGregor in the 
House, and on page 8 there appears a section 5. Is that the language 
to which you refer ? 

Mr. Woopwarp. Yes, sil 

That says 

Senator Case. Would you kindly read it into the record ? 

Mr. Woopwarp. Yes, sir. 





Any unappropriated balance of the sums heretofore authorized to be ap- 
propriated by sections 5 and 6 of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1952 (86 
Stat. 158) for the Rama Road in Nicaragua and the Inter-American Highway, 
respectively, for the fiscal years 1953 and 1954, shall continue to be authorized 
to be appropriated for such purposes for the fiscal years 1955 and 1956. 

Now, that raises one question of detail, sir. I notice that the new 
authorizations would have been for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1955, which I believe is fiscal year 1956, is it not 

Senator Case. For the-—— 

Mr. Woopwarp. Oh, I am sorry. I beg your pardon. I will cancel 
that remark. I was getting the fiscal years mixed up here. I thought 
these were 1956 and 1957. 

Now, as to the basic reasons for wishing to have the authorization, 
I believe the Committee has a very large amount of testimony in the 
record. 
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There are some additional reasons which I think should be, prob- 
ably, discussed in a closed session because of the situation in Central 
America. 

Do you wish to have, sir, any of the basic reasoning for this author- 
ization, or is the Committee already satisfied on that score ? 

Senator Case. The Committee, of course, defended the general pro- 
gram two years ago, and again a year ago. 

Did you note the language that was proposed in S. 2859 would 
propose to make the authorization not merely for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1955, but also and a like sum for each fiscal year thereafter, 
up to and including the fiscal year ending June 30, 1959 ? 

Mr. Woopwarp. No; I had not noticed that, sir. 

That, I believe, differs from the House legislative draft that was 
first discussed. 

That would be much more ample than the authorization that we 
are suggesting here. 

Senator Case. It was thought that language would take care of the 
situation from now on through the completion of the project, and 
if that were adopted, it wouldn’t be necessary then to come up with 
this particular matter in a succeeding year, or succeeding by any 
amount. 

Mr. Woopwarp. The draft legislation would, I believe, undoubtedly 
be much preferable to the suggestion I have discussed here, and per- 
haps the suggestion and the language in the House report could be 
used as something to fall back upon if it were not possible to obtain 
approval for the committee’s draft of sections 5 and 6. 

Senator Case. The State Department would, however, be satisfied 
with the language as suggested in what you read from the revised 
House bill ? 

Mr. Woopwarp. Yes, sir; we would be satisfied with that. 

Senator Case. You don’t think that would weaken your position 
with the Appropriations Committee ? 

Mr. Woopwarp. Well, we had the impression that it might look as 
though we were doing our utmost to economize, economize at least in 
terms of authorizations; but that is something you could judge much 
better, Mr. Chairman, than myself. 

Senator Case. Of course, the position of the Treasury is affected 
by how much is actually appropriated and obligated. 

Mr. Woopwarp. Of course, we hope very much to obtain a larger 
appropriation than we were able to obtain last year. 

Senator Case. Heretofore when this question has come up the 
argument has been advanced by the State Department that any mini- 
mizing of the language that was used in the bill would be wrongly 
interpreted and we have been urged to maintain the authorization 
regardless of the appropriation as a matter of psychological effort in 
the inter-American countries. 

Apparently the State Department thinks that now wouldn’t be too 
important. 

Mr. Woopwarp. Not so much a question of the degree or any change 
in the importance. It is our hope we would be more certain of getting 
this language, and there was some possibility, we understood, in the 
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House discussions that it would not be possible to get increased or 
renewed authorizations; but if we could obtain 

Senator Case. If you take that position, do you think you need any 
language at all? 

Mr. Woopwarp. The language in the Federal Highway Aid Act of 
1952 was questioned by the parliamentarian. It said that the appro- 
priations which were authorized—the authorizations would be avail- 
able until expended, but the parliamentarian said that there was some 
question as to whether that actually meant that it would still be avail- 
able after the end of the fiscal year as mentioned. 

Senator Case. In connection with the forest highway money the 
interpretation of the Bureau of Public Roads, and of the forest service, 
is apparently that those authorizations are not extinguished if not 
appropriated in full for the fiscal year in which they were designated. 

I personally have some doubt about it myself. I think the whole 
situation would be much clearer if we made the appropriations for 
the particular fiscal year for which they would be used, and tie them 
in with the authorization for that year. 

I think the carryover of the forest highway authorizations has 
created a confusing situation, where they run back 2, 3, or 4 years, to 
get the authorization, in theory at least, for which an appropriation 
is made, and the result is there is an accumulated balance of authoriza- 
tions which is made up of 2 or 3 years. 

I personally think it would be much better if it were on a current 
basis; but the interpretation that is implied by this proposed section 
5 of the House bill runs counter to the theory that is used on forest 
highways. 

Anyway, that seems to be the situation, and the State Department 
would be satisfied if it got the continuing language of the revised 
House bill, but would probably prefer an authorization that would 
complete the project. 

Mr. Woopwarp. Yes, sir; that is exactly right. 

Senator Case. Is there anything further you wish to present ? 

Mr. Woopwarp. No, sir; unless you wish to have either now or in 
some other session some of the repetition of some of the basic argu- 
ments and some mention of certain new ones. 

Senator Case. In view of the fact we have so many people here this 
morning, the Chair hesitates to suggest going into executive session 
right now, but would welcome an opportunity to confer with you 
later on on the aspects to which you alluded. I would like to place in 
the record at this point the comments of the State Department on these 
bills (the letter referred to is as follows :) 





DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
February 25, 1954. 
Hon. Epwarp MARTIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate. 


My Dear SENATOR MARTIN: I refer to your letters of February 2, 1954, and 
February 20, 1954, in which you requested the views of the Department of State 
on 8. 2859 and S. 2982, the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954. This Department 
wishes to address itself to sections 5 and 6 of the bills which would authorize 
additional sums for the Inter-American Highway and the Rama Road in 
Nicaragua. 

At the outset, this Department wishes to state its firm unequivocal support 
of congressional action which will provide funds for the eventual completion of 
the Inter-American Highway and the Rama Road. 


~ eee 
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It should be recalled that the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952 (Publie Law 
413, 82d Cong.) provided for continuing the work on the Inter-American Highway 
with authorizations of $8 million for each of the fiscal years 1953 and 1954. 
Likewise, $2 million for each of the same fiscal years were authorized for the 
continued construction of the Rama Road. However, of the total funds author- 
ized to be appropriated by the Congress only $1 million has thus far been appro- 
priated for the Inter-American Highway, and a similar amount for the Rama 
Road. There remain available for appropriation $15 million for the Inter- 
American Highway, and $3 million for the Rama Road. On January 14, before a 
subcommittee of the House Appropriations Committee, this Department vigor- 
ously supported the appropriation of $1 million for the Inter-American Highway, 
and $1 million for the Rama Road to the Department of Commerce in its regular 
budget for the fiscal year 1955 so that additional work toward completing the 
roads could be carried on. 

The pertinent sections of the bills would authorize to be appropriated $8 million 
for each of the next five fiscal years to enable the United States to cooperate 
with the governments of Central America in the survey and completion of con- 
struction of the Inter-American Highway. Also, there would be authorized a 
total of $4 million to complete the construction of the Rama Road in Nicaragua. 
While these additional authorizations are desirable to show the intent of Congress 
to complete these roads, they are not requested by the Department of State 
provided the previous authorizations set forth in the Federal-Aid Highway Act 
of 1952 are extended so that the remainder of the authorizations made in that 
Act may properly be appropriated in fiscal years 1955 and 1956. 

The Department of State suggests that the following amendment, a new 
section 5, be considered by the committee in place of sections 5 and 6 of bills 
S. 2859 and S. 2982: 

“Any unappropriated balance of the sums heretofore authorized to be appro- 
priated by sections 5 and 6 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952 (66 Stat. 158) 
for the Rama Road in Nicaragua and the Inter-American Highway, respectively, 
for the fiscal years 1953 and 1954, shall continue to be authorized to be appro- 
priated for such purposes for the fiscal years 1955 and 1956.” 

This language has already been considered favorably by the House Committee 
on Public Works. 

The appropriation of funds for the highway construction on the basis of the 
funds authorized and extended to fiscal years 1955 and 1956 is needed now. 
The Department of State trusts that the Congress will consider future action 
in that regard. 

In view of the fact that your committee hearings on the Federal-Aid Highway 
legislation are scheduled to begin February 26, 1954, the Department has not had 
time to ascertain from the Bureau of the Budget the relationship of this proposed 
legislation to the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
THRUSTON B. MorTonN, 
Assistant Secretary 
(For the Secretary of State). 


Mr. Woopwarp. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Case. Thank you very much, Mr. Woodward. 

The next witness is Major General Yount, Chief of Transportation 
of the Department of the Army, representing the Department of 
Defense, and I understand he is accompanied by Mr. Kenneth Chacey 
of the Department of the Army. 

General Yount, we are pleased to have you here this morning, and 
you may present any statement you desire. 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. PAUL F. YOUNT, CHIEF OF TRANSPORTA- 
TION, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, ACCOMPANIED BY KENNETH 
CHACEY, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


General Yount. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement here. 
1f you wish, I will read it for the record. 
Senator Case. You may either place it in the record and discuss 


the highlights, or read it in its entirety, just as you prefer. 
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General Youn. I would like to read it in its entirety, if that is 
agreeable with you, sir. 

The Secretary of Defense has delegated to the Department of the 
Army the responsibility of expressing the views of the Departinent 
of Defense on S. 2859 and S. 2982, bills to amend and supplement 
the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916, as amended and 
supplemented, to authorize appropriations for continuing the con- 
struction of highways, and for other purposes. 

The Department of Defense interest in the bills is from the stand- 
point of providing necessary improvements to roads important to 
the national defense. 

The provisions of sections 1, 2, 9, and 10 of S. 2859 and those of 
sections 1 and 2 of S, 2982 will help carry out these objectives. 

This statement is, therefore, confined to these sections and certain 
deficiencies that exist in the provision of public highways to serve 
the national defense. 

The Department of Defense favors enactment of legislation pro- 
viding Federal aid for the improvement of the designated Federal- 
aid highway systems, with the following comments: 

Of greatest importance are the provisions that would expedite the 
improvement to approved standards of the national system of inter- 
state highways including its urban extensions. This is of particu- 
lar importance in that this system has been designated the principal 
system of highways to serve the national defense. 

Next of importance are the provisions for improvement of the 
Federal-aid primary routes, with particular emphasis given to those 
sections in urban areas, 

In view of the existing potentialities of modern warfare, it is 
believed all circumferential and radial highways on the Federal-aid 
primary highway system in urban areas should be constructed as 
limited or controlled-access highways or with wide rights-of-way 
so as to make possible effective highway transportation and the ex- 
ercise of priority in their use in event the urban areas are bombed. 
It is recognized, however, that in the design of some of the radial 
routes this principle may not prove feasible. 

In addition to constructing the urban sections of the national system 
of interstate highways as limited or controlled-access facilities as 
stated above, it is believed the rural sections of this interstate system 
should be constructed as limited or controlled-access facilities unless 
such construction is found to be not feasible. This will make possible 
maximum efficiency and effectiveness of highway transportation in an 
emergency. 

The provisions pertaining to the amount of funds authorized for 
the Federal-aid systems and their apportionment are matters on which 
the States and the Bureau of Public Roads are better qualified to 
advise. 

The Department of Defense favors section 2 of S. 2859 and section 
2 of S. 2982 insofar as they provide for expediting the improvement 
of the national system of interstate highways to approved standards. 

The following comments are offered on the related provisions of 
these sections. 

Section 7 of the Federal-aid Highway Act of 1944 limited the extent 
of the national system of interstate highways to 40,000 miles. 
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In the report of the Commissioner of Public Roads to the Congress 
on “Highway Needs of the National Defense,” dated June 30, 1949, 
House Document No. 249, it was estimated that the cost of improve- 
ments to meet the needs of present traffic was approximately $11.266 
billion. 

Since that time improvements have been made to this system. How- 
ever, in view of increased costs, increased traffic, and normal deteri- 
oration, it is understood only very little overall progress has been 
made. : 

The extent to which this system of highways serves the national 
defense in a future emergency will in large part be determined by 
the adequacy of today’s designs and uniform improvements through- 
out the United States. 

In view of the major Federal interest, the major problems involved, 
and the lack of effective progress in the improvement of this system, 
it is believed extension of the system to 50,000 miles as provided in 
section 2 of S. 2859 would retard instead of increase the needed incen- 
tive to improve the existing 40,000-mile system. 

In addition, the present 40,000-mile system was selected only after 
an extensive study of all aspects related to the national highway needs 
by representatives of Federal, State, and city governments. 

Until the existing mileage is in large part completed to approved 
standards, the Department of Defense recommends the mileage limi- 
tation remain at 40,000 miles for the national system of interstate 
highways. 

It is noted section 2 of S. 2982 provides that the Secretary of Com- 
merce shall not apportion to the States the sums authorized by section 
2 for improvement of the national system of interstate highways unless 
a Federal excise tax on gasoline in the amount of not less than 2 cents 
per gallon is in effect on December 31, 1954, and on December 31, 1955. 

Because of the major Federal interest in this system, it is hoped that 
the legislation recommended by the Senate Public Works Committee 
will insure that necessary funds are made available for early improve- 
ment of the national system of interstate highways. 

Senator Case. Is that to be interpreted as meaning you do not want 
the availability of those funds conditioned upon the extension of the 
Federal excise tax upon gasoline ? 

General Yount. I would say, Mr. Chairman, that it would be im- 
proper for me to recommend with respect to any particular condition. 
However, we do feel very strongly that there is a need for funds for 
this system, such funds to be provided by whatever means Congress 
wishes to insure that availability. 

Senator Casr. Do you feel that a limitation conditioning the avail- 
ability of funds upon the extension of a particular gas tax limits the 
availablity ? 

General Yount. I think there is that danger; yes, sir. 

Senator Case. All right. 

General Yount. Section 9 of S. 2859 would authorize to be appro- 
priated the additional sum of $50 million for the purpose of carrying 
out the provisions of section 6 of the Defense Highway Act of 1941, 
as amended, and section 12 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950, 
as amended. 
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A total of $95 million has been authorized to be appropriated under 
the Federal-Aid Highway Acts of 1950 and 1952, and under Public 
Law 177, approved October 16, 1951, $42 million has been appropriated. 

In the legislation of 1950 and 1951, $20 million of the $95 million 
authorization was made available for contract immediately upon 
passage of the acts. 

During the current program which started approximately 1 year 
before the Korean emergency, 369 access-road proposals have been 
brought to the attention of the Chief of Transportation, Department 
of the Army; 151 have been certified to the Secretary of Commerce as 
important to the national defense. There is a total of 31 access-road 
proposals in active status. 

Of those certified. 49 have not been financed. The remaining cer- 
tifications, except 3 which were withdrawn, have been financed. 
Funds appropriated were immediately allocated to those projects that 
the interested Federal agencies jointly agreed were of highest priority. 

Except for contingencies, there are no funds presently available for 
improvement of certified access roads. 

Presently certified, but not financed, access roads that have been 
reviewed in light of current plans and found justified are estimated to 
require approximately $11 million. Some of these access-road im- 
provements are critically needed. 

It is not possible to foresee the future access-road needs; however, 
certifications are currently being made at the rate of approximately 
$5 million per annum. 

Because of the limited funds available, it has not been practical to 
consider certification of circumferential highways around a city or 
radial intracity routes submitted by the States. 

Senator Casr. May I interrupt at that point? 

I was trying to follow the figures there. You say a total of 95 
million has been authorized ? 

GeneralYount. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Casr. Out of that 42 million has been appropriated ? 

General Yount. That is correct. 

Senator Case. That would leave 53 million in the authorizations? 

General Yount. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Against that there has been an additional $20 million 
of the contract authority ? 

General Yount. No; the $20 million contract authority is included, 
both in the $95 million, Mr. Chairman, and also in the 42 million. 

Senator Case. It is in the 42 million? 

General Yount. Yes, sir. 

As of the present moment, as we understand, there is no unused 
contract authority, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Case. I would like to ask the Commissioner if that tallies 
with his understanding. 

Is there no contract authority in the access-road programs which 
hasn’t been used ? 
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Commissioner Du Pont. No, sir. There has been authorized, and 
no funds been appropriated for the amount General Yount mentioned. 
We have no current funds, other than a small amount for contingencies. 

Senator Case. How much money would it take to finance these 49 
that have been certified ? 

General Yount. Approximately $11 million, sir. 

Senator Casr. Are you, or is the Bureau of Public Roads asking 
for that $11 million in the current budget ? 

General Yount. My understanding is that the Bureau of Public 
Roads is not. The Department of Defense has not included any such 
item in its budget. 

Senator Case. Could you give us a breakdown of what those 49 
projects are ¢ 

General Yount. Yes, sir. If you wish, we can supply that for the 
record, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Case. Are those all projects which were proposed by the 
Department of Defense ? 

General Yount. The unfinanced ones are all Department of Defense 
projects. 

Senator Case. And none of them are Atomic Energy Commission 
proposals ? 

General Yount. No, sir. 

Senator Caspr. Have all the Atomic Energy Commission proposals 
that have been certified been financed, or do you know? 

General Yount. To the best of my knowledge, all the projects have 
actually been financed. There may be a few projects, a couple of major 
ones, Which have some additional funds that will be required to 
complete. 

Senator Caspr. I see we have a representative of the Atomic Energy 
Commission coming later, he probably can better testify as to their own 
projects. 

But the Department of Defense itself has 49 projects which have 
been certified for access roads, but have not been financed ? 

(reneral Yount, That is correct, sir. 

Senator Case. And I understand it would require $11 million ¢ 

(seneral Yount. Yes, sir. 

We also have the other 31 projects which are currently active proj- 
ects but have not been certified to the Secretary of Commerce and to 
the Commissioner of Public Roads. 

Senator Casr. How has that certification been achieved ? 

General Yount. It starts with the local needs. The local com- 
mander sets forth his requirements and his highway problems. It is 
handled through command channels to the Chief of Transportation 
of the Army. It is then turned over to tht Bureau of Public Roads 
with the request that the Commissioner study this problem and make 
recommendation as to the means of solving it and the construction 
required, if any. 
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When the Bureau has finished its study and makes recommendation, 
then the departments arrive at an agreement, and it is only on the basis 
of a fully agreed project with the Commissioner of Public Roads that 
any project is certified. 

Senator Case. To what extent are these 49 projects segments of a 
Federal primary or Federal secondary aid system ? 

General Yount. I have the totals only here, without the breakdown 
of the 49. Mr. Chacey advises me that of the 49 most of them are either 
on the Federal-aid secondary or other secondary systems, in other 
words, the improvement of county roads, and so forth. 

Senator Case. The other day when the Under Secretary of Com- 
merce for Transportation, Mr. Murray, was before the committee he 
made an observation, if I remember correctly, that it was the present 
policy to have the access roads financed by the particular installation 
which they were to serve, that is, if it was in a military installation, 
to be constructed by the funds of the Defense Department; if it was 
an Atomic Energy installation, it would come out of their money, or if 
it was a forest timber access road it would come out of the forest trails 
or forest highway money. 

The difficulty that suggested itself to me was the negotiations about 
transferring the Department of Army or Department of Air Force 
or Navy funds to the Bureau of Public Roads. 

It may have been merely a paper objection, but I am wondering if 
there would be any practical difficulty, as you see it, in using Depart- 
ment of Defense appropriations to build these secondary roads, even 
though they have been certified as access roads. 

General Yount. As far as the Department of Defense is concerned, 
Mr Chairman, because the question of future methods of budgeting 
and appropriation is under study, there has been no determination 
made as to a practical manner in which we could budget. 

One of the prime considerations is that the matter be turned over 
directly to the Bureau of Public Roads, so as to retain the design and 
supervisory responsibilities of the Commissioner over such improve- 
ments, tying it in with the States and counties and municipalities. 

Senator Case. If you want to get the roads built, it seems to me 
there is a practical difficulty. 

Roads that are within the confines of a military reservation doubt- 
less present no great difficulty because 

General Yount. They are presently built by the military, sir. 

Senator Case. Those are presently built by the military ? 

General Yount. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. But here is a military installation that feels the 
access road is important, and that access road happens to be on the 
route of a secondary road, of the secondary system of a given State, 
and when you go to negotiate informally with the State highway 
commission and say, “We would like to have this highway built,” the 
State highway commission comes back and says, “If we build that out 
of our secondary road money, we have to put up matching funds for 
it on a 50-50 basis, and there is no reason for our developing that road 
because the traffic there doesn’t give that a high enough priority so 
far as local traffic is concerned.” 7 
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The thing which makes it important is the military installation. 

I know of a specific instance where that applied to a segment of a 
primary system. So, the State highway commission was not inter- 
ested at all in taking funds to meet the need which was created by the 
military installation. They said, “The extra traffic is caused by the 
military installation. Consequently, we think this ought to come out 
of the Federal funds on a better than 50-50 matching basis because 
the local traffic does not create the need.” 

In that instance the Defense Department wanted a two-lane high- 
way and the State highway commission said, “There is no need of a 
two-lane highway system as far as the local traffic is concerned.” 

So, consequently, they held back. 

The whole purpose of the access-roads program, as I understood it, 
was to insure there was a fund where the Bureau of Public Roads 
could use its discretion in the matching amount required so that it 
could secure the cooperation of the local highway authorities in build- 
ing roads, and I think the testimony of the Commissioner 2 years ago 
was that, in general, that averaged out on about a 75-25 matching 
basis, that is, the State highway commissions were willing to provide 
the funds that would reflect the normal local demands for improve- 
ment of that road, but they weren’t willing in many instances to put 
up the 50-50 matching to meet the need that was created by the mili- 
tary installation. 

Now, then, the question I direct to you is whether or not you think 
that you will get these 49 certified access roads built if you depend 
upon them being built out of the normal primary or secondary-road 
moneys. 

General Yount. They cannot be built, sir, out of those moneys, 
because, under existing law, the Commissioner does not have the au- 
thority to provide toni for a sufficient percentage of the construction, 
so that in large part this money is access-road money. 

The Bureau of Public Roads has done a great deal in utilizing Fed- 
eral-aid money to further the interests of the Department of Defense, 
without the use of access road funds. These particular 49 certifica- 
tions are ones which are largely an access-road proposition. 

Senator Casr. As I recall, you have just stated of these 49 projects 
a large proportion would be roads that would be built on the Federal. 
aid secondary system ? 

General Yount. Or even in the State and county system, sir, some 
of them. 

Senator Casr. In the State and county system ? 

General Yount. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. And where they are on the secondary or State and 
county systems that are not eligible for secondary aid, isn’t it even 
more difficult to interest the local authorities in putting up the funds 
to build roads, the primary purpose of which improvement is to serve 
the military installation ? 

General Yount. It is most difficult because generally those smal 
governmental agencies do not have the money to even consider them. 
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Senator Case. They don’t have the money and for what money they 
have there is a competition in priority of the roads which serve pri- 
marily the rural areas? 

General Yount. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Casr. You may proceed. 

General Yount. Regarding the total mileage of certified projects— 
this is not a part of the statement, but it would be of interest to you, 
I believe, Mr. Chairman—by system—199.5 miles were on the primary 
system ; of this number, however, 174.96 were for the Atomic Energy 
Commission, leaving only 24.56 miles on the Federal primary system 
which were requested for the Department of Defense. 

On the Federal-aid secondary system 193.27 miles were certified ; 
on the Federal-aid urban system, 2.45 miles, and on others than the 
Federal aid 431.55. 

So, the total, as you see, on other systems is greater than the total 
for the entire Federal-aid system. 

Senator Case. It ssems to me that creates a very definite problem 
if you are going to get those roads built. 

Is it proposed to take Defense Department money and go outside 
of military installations and build those roads? 

General Yount. As of the present moment, it is under study, sir; 
but there is no definite plan in existence. 

Senator Case. You would have to acquire rights-of-way ? 

General Yount. Yes, sir; which would raise some very serious 
problems if we were actually going to be involved in the work. We 
have had the complete support of the Bureau of Public Roads throgh- 
out this access-road problem, and any solution that would be recom- 
mended would most certainly have to tie back into that support. 

It would be of interest, I believe, also to you, Mr. Chairman, to 
know the Bureau of Public Roads has advised us that the improve- 
ments costing approximately $195 million, and providing an import- 
ant aecess-road function, to the extent that 25 percent or more of the 
traffic to them was generated by a nearby defense installation, have 
been made with funds other than access-road funds. 

These improvements were made on 665 projects, totaling 2,430 
miles. 

That total of 2,430 miles which the Bureau advises has been im- 
proved by State and local authorities has been of tremendous import- 
ance to the Department of Defense, and without the use of access-road 
money. 

Senator Casr. Have these 49 projects been reviewed for essentiality 
since January 20, 1953? 

General Younr. Yes, sir; they have all been reviewed since that 
time, I am certain. Three others, as I mentioned in my testimony, 
were withdrawn, and due to changes in plans of the military depart- 
ments. 

Senator Case. I am wondering if those had been reviewed for essen- 
tiality and if there are no funds available if it would help the situation 
if the committee were to include contract authority for those projects. 

General Yount. We are actually making some recommendation 


for 





Senator Casr. Later in your statement ? 


General Yount. Right. 
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Senator Case. Maybe you better proceed with your statement. 

General Yount. All right, sir. 

All proposed access-ro. ad impr ovements are reviewed by the Com- 
missioner of Public Roads to determine their relation to other high- 
way improvements and to determine the appropriate method of 
financing justified projects. 

I wish to emphasize this point and make it very clear that procedures 
established by the Bureau of Public Roads and the Department of 
Defense provide that all engineering and construction work is per- 
formed by the Buereau of Public Roads and the States, counties, and 
cities as appropriate. The estimates are based on their evaluations 
and no roads have been built that are not in accord with the engineer- 
ing advice furnished by the Bureau of Public Roads. 

For further information on the procedures for administering the 
access-road program, reference should be made to Department of 
Commerce, Bureau of Public Roads, letter to Division Engineers 
dated November 5, 1951, subject : Policy Governing Access-Road Proj- 
ects, paragraph 3, of which I quote: 

Because it is a responsibility of the Bureau of Public Roads to determine the 
kind of an access-road project which is justified to overcome deficiencies reported 
to exist at defense installations, it is important that a uniform concept be held 
by all representatives of the Bureau as to the relationship between defense 
highway projects appropriately financed by regular highway funds and those 
defense highway projects appropriately financed by access-road funds. 

In addition, reference should be made to joint Army-Navy-Air 
Force Regulations SR 55-80-1, July 1, 1953, subject: Highway Re- 
quirements for National Defense. In accordance with these joint 
regulations the Army, Navy, Air Force, and, when appropriate, 
Atomic Energy Commission, are in agreement as to the essentiality of 
all projects certified. As a result of this careful screening of each 
project, certifications are not made until there is firm justification for 
the improvement to accommodate traffic due to the defense activity. 
However, there is a major deficiency in the present access-road program 
because funds are not available upon certification for the construction, 
maintenance, or improvement of specific access roads determined to 
be important to national defense. Consequently, the access-road 
program is delayed although the related defense installation and 
defense industry expansion programs must of necessity go forward. 

These delays contribute to traffic congestion, loss of effective man- 
hours, large turnover of employees, increased cost of operations, and 
in general less effective and efficient construction or operation of 
defense activities. 

To correct this deficiency, the Department of Defense favors section 
9 of the proposed bill with the following amendment : 
Add at the end of section 9 of S. 2859: 


The sums authorized to be appropriated hereunder will be made available to 
the Commissioner of Public Roads for contract upon certification to the Secretary 
of Commerce as important to the national defense by the Secretary of Defense 
or such other official as the President may designate: Provided, That the 
Commissioner of Public Roads shall make an engineering evaluation of each 
project certified to the Secretary of Commerce and shall determine that such 
certified projects are justified for the existing or foreseen traffic before there 
is a contractual obligation of the Federal Government for the payment of any 
part thereof. 
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Senator Casz. That is the recommendation to which you referred ¢ 

General Yount. Yes. 

Senator Case. Of course, that would apply to the authorization 
proposed in the bill, without specific reference. I doubt that it would 
apply to the 53 million of the unexhausted prior authorizations. 

General Yount. I think that is correct, sir. 

Senator Case. Of course, it would be sufficient to take care of your 
11 million of certified projects, if you wanted to start on those 49 
certified projects. If you had contract authority here, you could throw 
them into the new authorization. 

General Younr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. But I don’t think this language as written would 
apply to the prior authorization. 

General Yount. I think you are correct, Mr. Chairman. 

It is believed the study provided for in section 10 of S. 2859 on the 
progress and feasibility of toll roads and the effects of toll roads on the 
Federal-aid highway programs is important and should be undertaken. 

This statement has been informally coordinated with designated 
representatives of the military departments and the Office of the Sec- 
retary of Defense, but because of the short time available it was not 
possible to obtain official concurrences or refer it to the Bureau of the 
Budget. 

I would like to express appreciation on behalf of the Department 
of Defense for being able to make this statement in connection with 
these bills, sir. 

Senator Casr. Senator Upton, do you have any questions? 

Senator Urron. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Case. Thank you very much, General Yount. 

General Yount. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Case. The next witness is Mr. J. C. Johnson, representing 
the Atomic Energy Commission. 

Will you proceed ? 


STATEMENT OF JESSE C. JOHNSON, DIRECTOR OF RAW MATERIAIS, 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 


Mr. Jonnson. Mr. Chairman, I am here at the suggestion of Mr. 
Bassett of your staff that the committee may wish to have some infor- 
mation on the access-road program through uranium mines. 

I might give a brief statement of the program. 

Senator Case. Mr. Johnson, you have heard this general discussion 
that the committee has had with General Yount on access roads. 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. And the reference was made to the position of the 
Atomic Energy Commission. I hope you will cover that in whatever 
statement you have. 

Mr. Jounson. The chief uranium-producing regions of the United 
States, the Colorado Plateau, the Black Hills of South Dakota and 
portions of Wyoming are all characterized by extensive areas, rugged 
terrain, sparse population and relatively few roads. Large areas are 
reached only by trails. Other areas have good-weather roads open for 
light motor vehicles part of the year and at no time capable of handling 
heavily loaded trucks. 
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Under these conditions the construction and improvement of roads 
between processing plants, supply centers and existing and potential 
sources of uranium-bearing ores are important factors in controlling 
domestic production. 

Even in areas where potential production is relatively large, the 
individual deposits may be small, with no single owner controlling 
the equipment of a large mine. 

Financing and construction of main access roads, and even feeder 
roads, is usually beyond the resources of the prospectors and mine 
owners. 

County and State funds have not been available in adequate amounts. 

Since the need for these roads is directly related to uranium re- 
quirements, the Atomic Energy Commission has, since 1951, sponsored 
access-road construction as an important part of ore procurement. 

Desired projects are recommended by the Commission to the Bu- 
reau of Public Roads, which prepares preliminary plans and esti- 
mates appropriate to the indicated need. 

Recommended projects must be certified as important to national 
defense for qualification under the provisions of section 6 of the De- 
fense Highway Act of 1941, section 12 of the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1950, and section 10 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952. 

Funds for construction have been allocated by the Bureau of Pub- 
lic Roads from appropriations made by Congress to carry out pro- 
visions of the acts cited and the roads are built under the general 
supervision of the Bureau. 

Certification and allocation of funds are complete for all projects 
certified through fiscal year 1954, and most of the construction is 
completed. 

No funds have been included as yet in the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion’s budget for fiscal year 1955, nor are they included in the Bureau 
of Federal Roads budget for the coming fiscal year. 

Senator Case. Do you have any certified but unfinished access-road 
projects ¢ 

Mr. Jonnson. No, sir; I think not, sir. The only—there is work 
still under construction from the appropriation of 1954. 

Senator Case. Out of the ninety-odd million dollars of authoriza- 
tions for access-road projects, how much has been allocated on proj- 
ects of the Atomic Energy Commission ? 

Mr. Jounson. For projects of the Atomic Energy Commission, for 
the Commission’s access-road program to uranium, mines, the amount 
appropriated in 3 fiscal years, the total amount, is $5,690,000, 

Senator Casr. Now, that is to the mines? 

Mr. Jounson. That is to the mines. 

Senator Case. But you have also some access road money, haven't 
you, in the Savannah project and the Ohio project ? 

Mr. Jounson. I am not familiar with that, sir. I believe there were 
some. I know last year the Atomic Energy Commission included 
in its own budget funds for access to the Portsmouth, Ohio, project, 
but it did not appear appropriate to include in its own budget funds 
for access roads to uranium mines. 

I might say it has appeared in the past that there is a major distine- 
tion between the construction of access roads to installations owned 
by the Government, the Commission in this case, and access roads to 








286 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


uranium mines which are privately owned. The ore is trucked from 
the privately owned mines to privately owned processing plants. 
These roads which are opening up new areas in the West may possibly 
have, undoubtedly will have, a aan value even after the uranium 
ores have been mined out; but in the meantime, for the reasons pre- 
viously mentioned, without the access road program, our uranium 
production program would be seriously curtailed. 

Senator Casr. That is comparable to what we have done in provid- 
ing tools under the program of expediting production, providing 
facilities of one sort or another for defense plants. In fact, the 
Government has acquired land, built plants and leased them to oper- 
ators in order to get production of certain facilities. But I am under 
the impression that you also had some money for access roads to the 
atomic energy areas themselves. 

Mr. Curtiss, could you give us any information on that? 

Hasn’t there been an allocation of money for the atomic energy 
installations ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Including the $5,637,000 for uranium mines, there has 
been a total of $23,102,000 allocated for access roads certified by the 
Atomic Energy Commission. Now, $16,797,000 of that has been to 
what we classify as industrial sites. 

Senator Case. Where have they been located 

I remember one year we were told 

Mr. Curtiss. One in Ohio and one in South Carolina that I recall. 

Senator Cass. I was under the impression that we were told one 
time that access roads for defense installations could hardly be con- 
sidered because of a current appropriation. Most of the money was 
required for the atomic energy installation in Ohio, as I recall. 

Mr. Curtiss. That was true. 

Senator Case. That would be part of this $16,797,000? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casg. Then altogether 23 million out of the funds actually 
appropriated, that is, about 50 percent of what has been appropriated 
for the access roads, has gone to the Atomic Energy Commission for 
certification ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Well, I don’t have the exact figure, but a large portion 
of that 16 million was transferred to us from the appropriation to 
the Atomic Energy Commission. 

Senator Case. It was transferred from you to the Atomic Energy 
Commission ? 

Mr. Curtiss. From the Atomic Energy Commission. 

Senator Casz. From the Atomic Energy Commission to you? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. In that case, it wouldn’t have been access-road money. 

Could you give us a breakdown as to where the forty-odd million 
that has been appropriated under the access-road authorizations has 
been allocated ? 

Mr. Curtiss. We can prepare that for the record. I don’t have it 
here. 

Senator Case. All right; suppose you supply that for the record. 
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(The informatior requested is as follows :) 


Access road funds—Access road authorization, appropriations and balances as 
of Jan. 1, 1954 


Authorizations: 
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AS OF AUS: G, GGG 06 cceen co SR 5, 500, 000 
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Unappropriated authorizations__..__.___.____-_--.-..__-__- 53, 000, 000 
Funds available for allocation as of Jan. 1, 1954: 
Appropriations to public 20eGe. Ws os ki ect 42, 000, 000 
Transfers from Atomic Energy Commission: 
Pike Oounty inst@iatio®. 354. 25..c....d $8, 150, 000 
A a ee eee 791, 000 
OO 8, 941, 000 


7tet svete. ss oa ae ae 50, 941, 000 























+ ' 
’ * ’ i 
~ 
at 
oO 
~ 
om 008 ‘2 008 ‘2 | TINOSs] JY 
o £ £ . Jddysstss} fy 
o% 9% , 
eH pL bl 
A 
< g g 8 ‘0Z1 OZ1 
. 0°ST 9 FI ‘I z b e S9E 
a br bl 0g ; 
= 8 "Re LL l PPS ‘S82 P62 i £08 ‘6L | £08 ‘6Z 
= P'S ''S I 008 | 0O8 
ha £ £ ) oT 81 
C% Let z 9eT "9I rT c's 096 “SET 096 “SET 
= 8% $°% R81 
ra 8 09 8°09 bzS og of 
Zz 82 Zk let ‘ze ‘2 | 9 z 
a OF 0% 1% ‘CH ZES ‘SHE 
< 
| Zz ZOE 0 “992 1h9 R60 ‘FRZ “F 9 “Sf 229 “RLE Eg 'T lg | O0O0L c 
< LOU z'09 FES 100 ‘O28 L’ce fi ) 8 FI I ces ‘T BL ULOIT[B, 
= SUSUUYLY 
= £902 £91 POG ‘FORS 0°Z8 00S ‘OReg 0's 000 ‘OST$ | 000 ‘OsT$ =| 
a 
be . | 
> 7 
Ww 1800 1810.7 \ 1800 It l ITTA Puri) » TRIO ITT puny S00 [830 
1 [810] W i 1 [Bj0] W B10De A W wiapog 107 
I yatdu0) 1 ypuy onona ou ‘pe 4848 






288 


Vc6I ‘Ig ‘uve fo sv ‘(og6] fo py Aonybiy pry-josapay ay} fo ZI *9as fq pazisoyynn) saqniy fig ‘syaloud spvo.s 889090 fo snqnjig 






& 
oO 
N 





) “826 ‘TO 





ACT OF 1954 













RAL-AID HIGHWAY 





FEDE 
























CLI “968 “bZ 






¢ ‘212 
LP 'OL 
POE “B9S *Z 


ZLL IE9 % 





OFF ‘O86 

















) ‘SIS “Ez 













































£66 “91Z 














O19 ‘TSE ‘TT ~~ “TROL 


. ““Bysuly 
. oOTY Ojeng 
BIQUIN[OD Jo WLWYSIG 
TOMB 
Sup ur0d 
U]SUOOST 
BIUIZITA 389M 


400 ‘6 ~~" MOPSUTYSB A 
O19 ‘LI6 -_ BPULSITA 
° 4 “QUOULIO A 
069 ‘Et yap 
SBxa,L, 


- i aassauua y, 
B10XvG YINog 
BUT[OIvO WINO, 


- puvys] epoyy 
eyuBa[Asuued 





8 “6S uos01Q 
O08 ‘FbZ hs , Buroy BAO 
679 ‘229 ‘2 : oqo 





a ByOAeG QWon 
UT[OIBD YWoNn 
b YI0Ok MAN 
OOTX9 A MAN 

Aasiafe MAN 

erysd wey MAN 

BpBagan 

BystigaN 

. P Bue} uO WW 











ACT OF 1954 


RAL-AID HIGHWAY 


SDE 


FE 


290 


6 


0° 


o> a 


TOON 

















006 “296 
2 | 8bZ ‘208 '% 
8¢ | 18% ‘666 
oor | $89 ‘0&2 

000 “LI 
oe | 029 “Soh 
z | 008 ‘FST 

| 029 “#9 

€ | 98h ‘98 
Or OOT *8ZE 
z 00g ‘2z9 
LI PEL “SRI 
€ 
£% “192 *T 
bl | TPL ‘TILT 
5 | 000 ‘ST 
rat 900 “PFO 
z “161 
ZeI 
G% | 
p 
elt 
PPI 
Zz 
22 FEZ ‘PZI ‘ZS 





UO] }BIY]IA00 IOj 





ponuTyuor) 


spun) [819pa,J 





OFF ‘CER ‘T 
8¥9 ‘902 ‘E 
662 “6E0 ‘T 


PSL ‘160 
| 000 “LI 
| 029 “Sor 
008 ‘FST 
| 0OF “9 
O8L “FIT 
OF9 “SLE 





00g “2Zz9 





221 Sih ‘T 
£20 ‘81 


92Z ‘199 








29 ‘6£0 
 S2S “eg 


363 








S00 [810], 





1 [8} 








& oO 


Sort 


oe 


rg6l ‘Ig ‘uve fo sv 


000 “LT 
00 “SOg 


008 ‘bz 


‘or 
GZL 


000 


OOL ‘88T 


000 “628 





00¢ ‘OT 





000 ‘OPTS 





000 ‘ZT 
008 ‘og 


008 ‘bz 


‘ 
>) 
SSL 


002 ‘E61 


000 “6z8 


00¢ “OT 
000 ‘OF I$ 


spun} [Blepeg| 4800 [e}0,.7, 


UO]}BOYT}100 10} pot0joxy 


(0961 fo pp fhonybiy piy-jpsapay ay} fo 





i 





8°Le 
2% 


Sel 





008 ‘£6 


000 ‘ZT 


0g9 ‘bE 


000 “68¢ 
000 “ee 
009 ‘SIT 


000 ‘9oz 
2 880 ‘T 


OSL ‘IZ 
OOF ‘1eh ‘Z 





OSL ‘SOT “I$ 


spun) [e1epey 








i 


aor 


00L ‘bLL 
008 “Se6 


000 ‘2ST 
000 “e9 
000 ‘68¢ 

ooo"se 
009 ‘SIT 
0L6 ‘8% 


000 ‘9¢z 
62 ‘OPI ‘T 


008 “880 ‘T 
00F ‘Tet ‘Z 
000 ‘SZ 
OSL ‘o8z ‘I$ 


3800 [840.7 


peaoidds 404 4ou ‘pegyqe9 








@I ‘908 fig pazisoyjnn) 823039 fig ‘szoalosd sppo.s ssa00D fo 


~~"BjJO¥BC WWON 
~~ BUT[OIBO YION 
““""WIOX MON 
“OOyXeyy MON 
~~" ~~ £9S10f MON 
elTysduey MONT 
“""BSPBAON 

er BYSBIGIN 
“""BUB} UO 
~TNOss] AY 
“Jd dyssiss} WW 
~~ BjOSOUU WW 

~-" UBS YO] A 

~~ “$},OSNOVSSB 
“pus Als 
ouyeyw 
“BUBISsINO’'T 

yon} ue y 
~"“SBsuBy 
““BAOT 

“BuB] pu] 

spourIII 

“-"OyBep] 

. ~ "BIS1004) 
~“BpHol a 
VIVMBIOC 
“--4gnoTeUUOD 
OpB10[og 

BIWIO} [VO 
“-“"“SBsUuByIy 
Buozly 
BuIEqElLy 





snjnig 





R 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


= 


+A 


8 


"pee Z 


‘9% 


eg 


ebb ‘OE9 ‘49 


000 ‘00z 
0SZ “LT 


000 ‘9¥z 


OL 
009 “$69 ‘Z 
coe ‘198 % 
2LF ‘OL 
6tP ‘SOS ‘Eg 





2ZE ‘O98 *S 
008 “208 
Ob ‘$86 


920 “S88 ‘F 


108 ‘LET 
828 ‘ZLE 


L0€ ‘sge ‘TT 


I 
920 ‘S88 ‘b 





LOF ‘82g 


000 ‘00z 
082 “LI 


000 ‘962 
THO ‘LL 


960 ‘626 ‘Z 
obz ‘ORS ‘E 
10% ‘28 

TSL ‘229 ‘E 
22E ‘09S ‘9 
082 ‘Lz 
609 ‘1ZZ 


S86 ‘EST 
828 ‘ZZE 
108 ‘296 ‘6T 








£ 


16 


| 002 ‘Ber ‘g 





009 ‘298 








OSz ‘8¢ 





8°8 
I eo 
8 68 
¥% 


000 ‘OFT 
082 ‘21 


000 
002 ‘ST 


090 ‘Ose 








080 ‘ZZ8 ‘T 


O9T ‘SZ 





000 ‘OFT 
082 ‘LI 


000 ‘szz 
002 ‘ST 
202 ‘08h 
000 “621 ‘% 
00z ‘sz 


00¢ ‘608 ‘T 
O8Z ‘96 


000 168 


000 ‘621 


TST ‘282 $1 





““Sysuly 
“OOTY OFJONT 
BIQUIN[OD JO ALIS} q 

ae _ BACH 
“~""""SuyUIOd Ay 
“~="""TTTISUIOOS] AA 
“STUIZITA 3S9M 
““MOyZUTYSB AA 
Byuys A 
UOULIOA 
“qa 
“"SBxa,L, 
~“gessouue |, 
~““B8}098q YING 
“““BUT[OIBO YNOg 
~~""puvisyT epoyy 
“---"--g7aBA[Asuueg 
““M0Z010 


292 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


Senator Casr. Proceed, Mr. Johnson 

Mr. Jounson. We believe we have requirements, known require- 
ments, for fiscal year 1955 of approximately $3,100,000 for projects to 
uranium mining areas. 

These have not at present been certified, but the projects have been 
recommended to the regional engineers of the Bureau of Federal 
Roads. 

The estimates of costs have been prepared by the Bureau of Federal 
Roads and the projects for fiscal 1955, on the basis of these estimates, 
total approximately $3,100,000; and, as I mentioned earlier, the Com- 
mission has not made provision in its budget for this road construc- 
tion, and I understand that the Department of Commerce has not 
included this item in its budget either. 

The matter of what agency should request the funds is under 
discussion. 

Senator Case. Of course, your $3,100,000 would be taken care of or 
could be taken care of if the committee or the Congress provided con- 
tract authority, as we did in the early stages of the access-road 
program. 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sit 

Senator Casr. Do you have any other requests for other types of 
access roads, that is, installation access roads ? 

Mr. Jounson. No, sir. 

I am the Director of the Division of Raw Materials of the Commis- 
sion, and the reason that I am the only representative here today is that 
the Commission does not have requests in for other access roads; and, 
so, I am not familiar with the previous road programs which run to the 
atomic energy installations. I am only familiar with the uranium 
mining phases of the business. 

Senator Case. Are there further questions? 

If not, we thank you very much, Mr. Johnson. 

The next witness is Conrad L. Wirth, Director of the National Park 
Service. 

Mr. Wirth, we are pleased to have you here this morning. 
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STATEMENT OF CONRAD L. WIRTH, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL PARK 
SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, ACCOMPANIED BY 
DUDLEY C. BAYLISS AND BENJAMIN L. BREEZE, LANDSCAPE 
ARCHITECTS, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR 


Mr. Wrirrn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am Conrad L. Wirth, Director, National Park Service. 

I wish to make a brief statement about section 4, particularly sub- 
sections (a) and (b) of the Federal-aid highway bills (S. 2859 and 
S. 2982) before this committee. These portions of the bills pertain 
directly to the roads and trails, and to the national parkways which are 
the responsibility of the Department of the Interior and are adminis- 
tered through the National Park Service. 

[ would like to make it clear at the outset that we have no specific 
information concerning the relation of these bills or the amounts to be 
authorized therein to the program of the President. 

We note that S. 2859 authorizes $15 million for roads and trails and 
$15 million for parkways for the fiscal years 1956 and 1957, and that 
S. 2982 authorizes $10 million for roads and trails and $10 million for 
parkways for the same years. 

The facts relating to the park roads and parkways indicate that 
authorizations of $25 million for roads and trails and $30 million for 
parkways more accurately reflect our requirements for road construc- 
tion, replacement, and improvement needs that have accumulated over 
the 12-year period 1941 to 1953 in which we have witnessed greatly 
increased public use of park roads in combination with increasing 
road obsolescence. However, in recognition of the general fiscal pol- 
icy and defense needs of the Nation, 1 am not rec ommending i increases 
in the amounts specified in the bills. 

I wish at this time to supplement my presentation with several 
charts, copies of which I hope may be inserted in the record of this 
hearing as a graphic presentation of the status of our roads and trails 
and parkways, the phenomenal usage to which these facilities are be- 
ing put by the public, and the funds which are needed to maintain, 
replace, and complete them for public use within a reasonable length 
of time. 

Senator Case. Without objection, the charts will appear in the 
record. 
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(The charts referred to are as follows :) 
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Mr. Wirtu. Before proceeding to any discussion on the disclosures 
of these charts, I wish to refer generally to the basic values of the 
National Park System and the service which it performs. 

These areas have proven their value to the Nation many times over. 
This is evidenced by an increase in visitor attendance from 1 million 
in 1925 to over 46 million in 1953. 

Appropriate authorizations for these purposes are a genuine re- 
flection of the people’s desire with regard to one of the Nation’s most 
popular domestic assets. 

Park roads and parkways are becoming more vital each year. The 
need for them has never been greater than it was in 1953. We an- 
ticipate that the traffic volumes of 1954 will be even greater than in 
the past. 

As the volume of traffic has been greater than could be anticipated 
for many of these roads when they were planned, we must operate and 
maintain them under exceptional conditions, resulting in excessive 
maintenance costs. 

We seek to preserve and keep each type of roadway, roadside struc- 
ture, and facility as nearly as possible in its original condition as 
constructed or as subsequently improved. We attempt to keep the 
operation of roadway facilities and services in proper condition to 
provide satisfactory and safe recreational transportation on a sys- 
tem which represents a capital investment of over $200 million for 
park roads and trails and $77,400,000 for parkways. 

Maintenance, it should be understood, does not include reconstruc- 
tion or additions and betterments. 

In chart A (not printed), which pertains to park roads and trails, 
we have proof that the 400 miles of road in Yellowstone National Park 
demonstrate the close relationship between road age, maintenance 
costs, and reconstruction requirements. 

We believe this park exemplifies the conditions prevailing through- 
out the National Park System where the advanced age of roads re- 
sults in abnormally increased maintenance costs. 

The solution to this condition is, of course, the replacement and 
improvement of individual road sections. 

The work proposed on the National Park System roads consists 
of major construction, completion of stage construction or recon- 
struction, all of which are classed as improvements. Eighty percent 
of the cost of the work for park roads is in this category. The re- 
maining 20 percent, classed as new work, constitutes initiation and 
development of road routes between destinations where no means of 
motor transportation had existed. 

In terms of mileage, as contrasted with monetary costs, improve- 
ments account for 87 percent of the total needs and new work accounts 
for 13 percent. 

Replacement or improvement work requires the provision of a 
new bridge where the existing bridge is too old and too weak to carry 
the traffic load. 

It includes also a resurfacing project where the ravages of age, 
weather, and traffic have rendered the pavement structurally unfit 
for further service. 
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It requires a widening project to increase the capacity of an old 
narrow road. 

At another location, a short relocation provides a modern road in 
place of the tortuous alignment of an existing road. 

These, and similar projects, represent me major elements that go 
to make up a park road program in any 1 ye 

What may appear to be a new road is aes a replacement for or 
supplement to one or more existing inadequate facilities. 

New road construction provides for initial construction to make 
existing parks available for public use. Most of the new work relates 
to the newer park areas such as Olympic, Big Bend, Eeverglades, 
and the national parkways. 

In many of these cases, the State and private contributions of 
land have made additional park areas possible and the Federal Gov- 
ernment finances general development of these areas, including road 
construction. 

Our effort to provide better travel conditions is based on an ap- 
praisal of the needs of individual park systems from comprehensive 
records including studies of life expectancies of the roads, traffic 

volumes, physic: al characteristics, and other factors. Unfortunately, 
maintenance has been limited by a lack of funds that has permitted 
only slight increase in this work from year to year since World 
War II. 
Chart B, which we have included in this report, reveals that we are 
years behind in the development and maintenance of our park road 
systems. 

The average annual appropriation for roads and trails construc- 
tion from 1925 to 1940 was approximately $6 million annually. The 
average appropriation from 1946 through 1954 has been about $4.5 
million. 

It should be recognized that the postwar dollar did not go as far 
as the pre-World War II dollar, with the net result that the con- 
struction dollar of the 1946 to 1954 period was reduced by half. 

In this 8-year period we have actually operated on an average of 
about 2.25 million preinflation dollars a year. 

I do not include the war years in order not to distort the figures; 
however, it is only fair to say that we had practically no funds for 
construction during those years and very little for maintenance. 

The information we have submitted reveals that the low level of 
road replacement and improvement during the years 1946 to 1954 
is in direct contradiction to the unprecedented rises in motor-vehicle 
registration and park visitor attendance. This was a period of such 
phenomenal growth that estimates of car registration for 1960 have 
already been surpassed by the records of 1951. 

Such misestimation resulted from assumption that many old cars 
would be replaced by new ones when car production resumed after 
the war. Instead, the new production became an addition to the 
number of cars existing. 

Today motor vehicles are either young or old. As a matter of rec- 
ord, well over half of them are 8 years old or over. Nevertheless, 
a surprisingly large percentage of all ages reach our parks and park 
attendance records have been equally surprising in their volume in- 


crease. 
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While the population of the country is increasing at a very rapid 
rate, the growth in motor-vehicle registrations is at a much greater 
rate. This is evidenced by the fact that back in 1935 there was one 
motor vehicle to every 4.8 persons in the country, while as of the end 
of 1953 there are only three persons to every motor vehicle. 

More cars to drive and more drivers financially able to visit our 
parks results in unabated overburdening of our present road facilities. 

An extremely austere appropriation. for park road rehabilitation 
is, therefore, not consistent with the volumes of cars and visitors that 
have been attained, nor is it consistent with the higher standards of 
road construction required under more intense use. What was con- 
sidered adequate 10 years ago is no longer considered adequate today. 

We do not deplore this phenomenal growth. We do not say to these 
newcomers, “Things would be more pleasant in the parks if you had 
gone elsewhere.” 

No one has suggested that the 45 million passenger cars be reduced. 

We acknowledge that our basic responsibility to operate parks re- 
quires that we make them available to the present population as well 
as to preserve them for future generations. 

There is no choice with regard to our policies and decisions as be- 
tween a positive and a negative attitude toward public use of existing 
road facilities. 

One minor amendment is suggested to S. 2859 as follows: 

(1) On page 5, line 15, following the word “reconstruction,” insert 
the word “and.” 

(2) On page 5, line 16, strike out the words “and maintenance.” 

This amendment would make the authorization for parkways con- 
sistent with that for roads and trails, as amended in the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1952, and consistent with the existing performance 
type of estimate, in which separate appropriation items are included 
for construction and maintenance funds. 

Senator Casz. Mr. Wirth, could you give us a table that would show 
the authorizations over a period of years and the corresponding 
appropriations ? 

Mr. Wirtu. Yes, sir; I could. 

I could brief them right here, and put it in the record, if you wish. 

Senator Case. If you can tell us a little bit about it, it might be help- 
ful for questioning now. 

Mr. Wrrrn. Well, I have prepared a very short statement here. 

Total authorization for the 8 postwar years for roads and trails 
and for parkways amounted to $137,610,000 and against this authori- 
zation there was appropriated $66,958,200, or 49 percent of the author- 
ization. However, $18,010,300 of the funds appropriated were spent 
in the National Capital Park System, which means 27 percent of our 
available funds went into the National Capital Parks, leaving 73 per- 
cent for the National Park System, or $48,947,900, which is 36 percent 
of the authorized appropriations. 

Breaking this down we find that $61,610,000 was authorized for 
roads and trails and $25,983,200, or 42, was appropriated and that 
$1,558,600 of this amount, or 6 percent, went into the National Capital 
Parks. Under parkways $76,000,000 was authorized and $40,975,000, 
or 54 percent, was appropriated and that $16,451, 700 of this amount, or 
40 percent, went into the National Capital Parks. 


44742—54——_20 
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Senator Case. Are you saying that in 8 years’ time you have put in 
$18 million on the National Capital Parks? 

Mr. Wirtn. Yes; but I want to point out a big part of that was 
earmarked and went into the Washington-Baltimore Parkway, which 
was charged to our account. 

Senator Casr. How much of it? 

Mr. Bayuiss. 1414 million. 

Mr. Wirrn. $1414 million. 

Senator Caspr. $1414 million for the Washington-Baltimore Park- 
way! 

Mr. Wirrnu. 1414. 

Senator Casr. 1414. 

That has been appearing as part of the appropriations for the 
national parks system ? 

Mr. Wirth. Yes, sir 

Senator Casr. Are there any other portions of this $66 million that 
have gone into a ays? 

Mr. Wirrn. No, sir; I don’t think so, 

About $1 million in the Suitland Parkway. 

Senator Case. What is the purpose of the Suitland Parkway and 
the Washington-Baltimore Parkway? Is that primarily to serve the 
park or to serve through traffic ? 

Mr. Wirrn. It was turned over to us after the war and was pushed 
forward in connection with defense activities in this area 

Senator Case. Do you administer any area of the national park 
system in connection with the W ashington- Baltimore Parkway ? 

Mr. Wirrn. We administer the National Capital Park system, and 
the parkway has been added to the system by Congress to become part 
of the system, and we tie into that. We go about 19 miles toward 
Baltimore. 

Mr. Bayuiss. That is right. 

Mr. Wirrn. And tie into an expressway that is built from Baltimore 
to our section at Fort Meade by the Highway Department of Maryland. 

Senator Case. Is it designated as a national park? 

Mr. Wirrn. No, sir; it is a parkway, tied into the National Capital 
Park system. 

Senator Cask. Primarily is it a scenic highway for recreational pur- 
poses or for commercial traffic ? 

Mr. Wirrn. I think it is primarily a parkway type of access road 
to Washington. 

Senator Casr. I am not objecting to the road at all. I think it is 
important that the highway get constructed. I am just wondering, 
though, in terms of the interpretation to the public whether it is fair 
to the budget of the National Park Service to have 27 percent of its 
funds applied to what might be described as an express highway. 

Mr. Wirtu. I size it up this way, Mr. Chairman. 

I feel that the heavy e xpenditure that we have here in the National 

Capital Parks should be given greater consideration, than they have 
in the past. The National Capit: al Parks are using a great deal of 
our money which would normally go to the areas of the National Park 
System. This system contains around 180 areas and is scattered all 
over the country and, yet, over a quarter of our money goes here to 
the National Capital Parks and comes within our authorizations. 
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Senator Case. Does the application of 14 million dollars to the Bal- 
timore-Washington Perkway serve any basic purpose in the National 
Park System any more than would a highway between New York and 
Boston or between Washington and Richmond? 

Mr. Wirrn. I think the Washington-Baltimore Parkway is a very 
fine approach to the metropolitan area and should be considered in 
connection with the development of the National Capital. It does 
extend beyond the District line and the District government’s juris- 
diction woe not go beyond the District line. 

Senator Case. How much of a right-of-way do you have on that 
parkway ¢ 

Mr. Wirrn. About 500 feet of right-of-way, average, but it does 
expand in places. It takes in a big piece, expands considerably near 
Beltsville and also Fort Meade. 

Senator Casr. Does the National Park Service administer any park 
area in the city of Baltimore? 

Mr. Wirrn. No, sir. Do you mean Fort McHenry? 

Fort McHenry isa national monument. It is not a municipal park. 
We administer it. 

Senator Casr. Do you administer an area at Gettysburg? 

Mr. Wirru. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cass. Did you build an access road between that and Wash- 
ington ? 

Mr. Wirtu. No, sir. 

There was authorized for a long time, and I think it was abolished 
last year, a congressional commission, set up for the purpose of build- 
ing a parkway “that would connect W: ashington and Gettysburg. 

T think it was on the books for 30-, 40-odd years, and I think it was 
taken off the books last year. 

Senator Cas. Did the National Park Service provide the funds for 
the Baltimore-Washington Parkway on the 100-percent basis or was it 
matched ? 

Mr. Wirru. 100-percent basis. 

The State of Maryland picked it up at the end of the 19 miles. 

Am I correct in the mileage ? 

Mr. Bayuiss. That is right. 

Mr. Wirrn. And carried it on to Baltimore with, I imagine, their 
Federal-aid highway funds. 

Senator Casz. Who provided the right-of-way ? 

Mr. Wirru. It was purchased by the War Department for military 
access to Fort Meade. 

Senator Cassz. The entire route? 

Mr. Wirtn. Up to as far as Fort Meade, our section of it. 

The money was provided by the War Department, and the Bureau 
of Public Roads purchased the land. 

Mr. Bayuiss. Yes. 

Mr. Wirrn. That is correct. 

The money was for the rights-of-way and some construction. The 
money was provided by the old War Department and BPR a 
Commissioner Du Pont. We had a special grant initially of $ 

million from the President. 

Mr. Wirrn. For land acquisition. 

Commissioner Du Pont. For acquiring the rights-of-way, surveys, 
and grading. : 
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Mr. Wirrn. And it was taken from the old War Department ap- 
propriation, wasn’t it? 

Commissioner Du Pont. I think it was a special allocation from 
the President of unused balances of National Industrial Recovery 
Funds. 

Mr. Wirrnu. I see. 

Senator Casr. Was any emergency relief money put in at the out- 
set; do you know 

Mr. Bayuiss. Not outside of that. 

Mr. Wirrn. Not outside of that particular fund. 

The Congress passed a definite authorization for $13 millions and 
then 2 years ago it extended that definite authorization by a million 
and a half, m: king a total of 1414 million. 

All the money has been appropriated and is all either under con- 
tract or is being put under contract. 

Senator Case. In your statement you said: 

The facts relating to the park roads and parkways indicate that authoriza- 
tions of $25 million for roads and trails and $30 million for parkways more 
accurately reflect our requirements for road construction, replacement, and 
improvement needs, 
and so forth. 

Is that statement based upon building some more parkways com- 
parable to the Washington-Baltimore Parkway ? 

Mr. Wirrnu. No, sir. 

Senator Cas. Is there any road in there from Mesa Verde Na- 
tional Park to Denver ? 

Mr. Wirt. No, sir. 

Senator Case. Or from any other national park to any other city? 

Mr. Wirtu. No, sir. 

We have only roads and trails, which means—when we say “roads 
and trails,” that refers to all roads within the park boundaries. 

Senator Casr. And you are not suggesting a road from Yosemite 
to San Francisco, are you? 

Mr. Wirrtu. No, sir. 

Our total backlog on roads and trails is over $250 million and our 
parkways is $187 million. 

The parkways authorized by Congress and not completed are as 
follows: 

The George Washington Memorial Parkway, which goes from 
Mount Vernon to Great Falls on the Vir ginia side and on the Maryland 
side down to Fort Washington. 

The Colonial Parkway connecting Yorktown, Williamsburg, and 
Jamestown. 

The Blue Ridge Parkway. 

The Natchez Trace Parkway. 

The Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Parkway. 

The Foothills Parkway. 

The Baltimore-Washington is not included as it is completed. 
However, it does include additional money for the Suitland Parkway, 
which is designed as a 2-ribbon road and only 1 ribbon has been fully 
completed. 

Senator Case. How much are you contemplating would be used 
there on Suitland? 

Mr. Wirrn. A million and a half dollars. 
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Senator Case. You are contemplating a million and a half? — 

Mr. Wirrn. A million and a half dollars to finish the Suitland 
balance. ‘ 

Senator Casr. One million five hundred thousand dollars is neces- 
sary to complete the Suitland Parkway ? 

Mr. Wirtu. Yes, sir. 

The Colonial Parkway takes $3.1 million to complete. 

The Foothills Parkway takes $21.6 million to complete. ; 

The Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Parkway is a $21,369,000 project. 

It will take $76.75 million to complete the Natchez Trace Parkway. 

It will take $44 million to complete the Blue Ridge Parkway. 

They are all in this chart, sir, and those are the parkways authorized 
by Congress. 

‘ Senator Case. It has come to my attention that in the bill which the 
House committee reported the other day they included a section 12 
that proposes an authorization for expenditure by the Secretary of 
Commerce of $250,000 out of their general administrative fund for 
survey of the Great River Road, so-called, traversing the Mississippi 
Valley from Canada to the Gulf of Mexico. 

Mr. Wietn. That, sir, is a study which the Bureau of Public Roads 
and the National Park Service made jointly, and the final recom- 
mendation of the Bureau and the Park Service has been made to 
Congress. 

We are recommending a parkway type of road down the Mississippi 
River, recommending that it be made of a parklike character, but it 
would be administered, developed and maintained by the State High- 
way Departments of the various States and tie in to a complete park- 
way. It would not be a project for our construction. 

The report suggests additional aid for betterments, in obtainin 
better rights-of-way, and so forth; but as far as the National Park 
Service is commen we would be in the position of consultants on that 
matter and not be concerned with construction and maintenance. We 
would work with the Bureau of Public Roads. 

Senator Case. You don’t think it would be an embryonic parkway 
which would later fall in your lap? 

Mr. Wirrn. We recommend against that. We are all in accord with 
the plan and the 10 States along the river are all in accord with it. 
There is no dissenting feeling on it that I know of. 

Senator Casr. Did your study consider the fact that the Missouri 
River is really the longest branch of the Mississippi ? 

Mr. Wirtu. The order given us, sir, was to make a study of the 
Mississippi River. I am aware of the length of the Missouri. 

Senator Casr. Of course, many people say that surely the portion 
of the river which goes north from St. Lonis is really the tributary 
since the other branch is the longer part of the river from that point. 

Mr. Wirru. I certainly would abide by the chairman’s decision in 
that matter. 

Senator Case. The chairman may be prejudiced. 

Mr. Wirtu. My home is in Minnesota. 

Senator Urron. Then you have the unanimous support of the com- 
mittee present. 

Senator Case. You have given us the totals on the authorizations 
and the appropriations against them. 
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It will be helpful to the committee if you could give us a table that 
would show that by years. 

Mr. Wirrn. By years? 

Senator Caspr. Yes. 

Mr. Wiern. All right: I will get the table and submit that. 

(The table referred to is as follows:) 


Statement of authorizations and appropriations or allocations for construction 
of roads and trails and parkways, 1947-54 fiscal years 


Roads and trails Parkways 
| 
Authorizatior Appropriation | Authorization A ppropriation 
4 9A 000 $3.7 $10, 000, OOK . 
1 $4 254 ( $3, 700, 000 $10, », 000 |) $11, 000, 000 
104 4, 250, 000 10, 000, 000 
1949 110. 000 610, 000 - 
19% 10. 000. 000 3, 942, 500 10, 000, 000 7, 500, 000 
] 10, 000, 000 6. 546, 000 10, 000, 000 4,729, 000 
) 10, 000, 000 2, 500, 000 13, 000, 000 5, 825, 000 
1953 10. 000. 000 4.674, 700 13, 000, 000 &, 104, 700 
1954 10, 000, OOK 4,010, 000 10, 000, 000 3, 816, 300 
lotal 2 61, 610, 000 25, 983, 200 76, 000, 000 40, 975, 000 


May I submit that, Mr. Chairman / 

Senator Casr. Yes: we will be glad to have it. 

Both in connection with the forest highways and forest roads and 
trails, and some other information that came to the attention of the 
chairman, it has appeared the tendency of the appropriations is to 
trail the authorizations, but to reflect the increasing amounts, and I 
was wondering if that was true in your case, too. 

You have had a fairly constant authorization of 10 million dollars 
over a period of years, haven’t you? 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes, sir. 

If I may add, we would be in much better shape if we could use 
the whole authorization. 

I would like to point out in the record that we find such things as 
this, Mr. Chairman: I am using Yellowstone because we made an in- 
tensive study of that. We have had roads there that have nothing 
but little patchwork for 40 years. We have bridges that are most in- 
adequate. 

Two years ago we had a fire and couldn’t get our equipment over a 
bridge because of the weight of the equipment, because the bridge 
was too weak. It is all right for passenger cars, but not for main- 
tenance equipment. 

Senator Case. What happened in the fire? 

Mr. Wirtu. Well, we had to build a temporary bridge over the 
stream to bring the equipment up and it delayed us pretty near 214 
hours getting this heavy pump equipment on up to the fire. 

Senator Case. What was it; a timber fire? 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes. 

Senator Casz. Which I suppose is very serious from the standpoint 
of the national park. 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes. It is very serious from our viewpoint. Of 
course, it is serious anywhere. 
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We have a bridge in Yellowstone that was built by the Army back 
at the turn of the century, when they were in charge of Yellowstone. 
It is a one-way bridge on a two-way road, has high concrete abut- 
ments, and cars smash up on it. 

What we need more than anything else is money for replacement 
of a lot of our roads. 

We are not interested in building a lot of new roads. 

Eighty percent of our funds have gone into replacement and better- 
ment of our existing roads. That is where our big need is. 

Senator Cask. Have you made any comparison of the ratio of your 
maintenance dollar to the number of cars? 

Mr. Wirrn. We have, on mileage of roads. The average cost of 
surface m: ainte ‘nance of our primary roads, totaling 5,009 miles this 
year, 1s $235 an mile. 

Se enter’ ‘asE. What I am thinking of: I would like to see it both 
ways. 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes. 

Senator Case. For instance, in 1946 if you had 10,000 miles of road, 
and you would give us the amount of dollars you had for that, the 
maintenance of that, and compare that for the years from 1946 on to 
the present, and give the ratio of the dollar per mile to maintain, 
it would be helpful, I think, to the committee. 

Mr. Wrirrn. Yes. 

We have broken it down on this chart we have submitted on 
Yellowstone. 

We have a large chart. It didn’t reduce too well, but we did break 
it down. We can get it in a tabular form which I think would be 
better, and I would like to submit it that way. 

We made a careful analysis of the maintenance, the cost of main- 
tenance, of the roads under certain conditions and the roads under 
other conditions. In other words, the age of the road plays an im- 
portant part in the cost of maintenance. Some old sections run over 
$1,000 per mile, whereas our newly paved roads are usually under 
$100 per mile for surface maintenance. 

Senator Case. I recognize it is hard to get an accurate comparison 
because as you reconstruct you build a higher type of road and the 
maintenance isn’t as high on that as it is on some of the earlier roads, 
and this chart you refer to here would be helpful if one could 

Mr. Wirrn. Read it. 

Senator Case. understand it; but the trouble is in reducing 
cael 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes; it loses its clarity. 

Senator Casg. It looks forbidding. 

Mr. Wirtn. I would like to submit that in figures, if I may. 

Senator Case. Yes; I think that would be helpful. Does that also 
suggest something about the traffic? 

Mr. Wirru. Yes. 

Senator Casr. The ratio of dollars for maintenance in comparison 
to traffic % 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes. 

We will get that to you, sir, both as to the age of road and as to 
traffic. 
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(The information referred to is as follows:) 


Tabulation of representative maintenance costs on comparable old and new 
sections of roads in national parks and parkways, 1950-54 





Surface | Savings 
Age or condition of mainte- | per mile 


Area and name of road Volume of traffic 


surface ; nance cost | new over 
per mile old 
Yosemite National Park 
Tioga Rd... LE Old bituminous se Moderate $617 ee ‘ 
Do New bituminous : do 34 $583 
Badlands National Monument Old bituminous surface Heavy 639 (1) 
Route 1, Cedar Pass-Pinnacles treatment. 
Yellowstone National Park 
South Approach Rd Old bituminous eco s 1, 571 ee 
Do New bituminous do 202 1, 369 
Grand Loop, Lake Old bituminous do op 447 “ . 
Grand Loop, Thumb 7 New bituminous cu iiGdaeeennentseaaind 36 411 
Shenandoah National Park 
Swift Run Gap to Rock Fish | Old bituminous. --.. naan 1, 443 = 
Gap, sec. 3, ABCD 
Do _| New bituminous oa oe iceman 163 1, 280 
Great Smoky Mountains National 
Park: j 
Newfound Gap Rd Old bituminous. --.. do . . a 
Cades Cove Rd New bituminous Moderate - -.-- ‘ 20 260 
Chiricahua National Monument: 
Route 1, Bonita Canyon Rd_..| Old gravel eitebsede cage ee hadaatanaes 
a ‘ ‘aut New bituminous surface |-..... Pe adtkasenn . 103 110 
treatment. | 
Blue Ridge Parkw ay | 
Sec. 1 F 2,1G1-_-... . Unfinished gravel. ---- None etoile: SOP Nccaubdnnce 
Sec. 1 Ato1F1 Completely bituminous.| Heavy----.......-.-- 32 201 
Death Valley National Monument: | 
Jubilee Pass and East Side | Old bituminous... Moderately heavy -- [SD lscudseetes 
Way. 
Ih ins dcnesintieriliaiiadiilacds ..--| New bituminous..--._.--|..... a eiiciecets 20 465 


1 No newly paved sections for comparison. 


Senator Case. The committee staff, at the request of the chairman, 
directed a letter to the Department of the Interior on February 2, 
1954, referring S. 2859 and requesting a report thereon. To date 
that hasn’t been received. 

Mr. Wirrnu. It hasn’t come to our attention, sir, and, most likely, 
it is up in the Department. I will run it down and try to get that in 
right away. 

Senator Case. On February 20 the committee directed an inquiry to 
the Secretary asking for a report on 8. 2982. That was received 5 days 
later; but, as yet, we haven’t received a report on S. 2859, and the 
Chair would like to have you convey to the Secretary of the Interior 
the opinion of the Chair that the committee is entitled to a response 
to its letter. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 25, 1954 
Hon. EpwWARD MARTIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 
My Dear SENATOR MaRTIN: This responds to your request of February 20, for 


~ 


our comments on 8. 2982, a bill ““To amend and supplement the Federal-Aid Road 
Act approved July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), as amended and supplemented, to 
authorize appropriations for continuing the construction of highways, and for 
other purposes.” 

. We favor the enactment of this bill so far as it affects the Department of the 
nterior. 





FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 307 


This Department is primarily interested in section 4 of the bill which, if en- 
acted, would authorize the appropriation of $10 million annually for fiscal years 
1956 and 1957 for each of the following three purposes: (a@) The construction, 
reconstruction, and improvement of roads and trails in areas administered by 
the National Park Service; (b) the construction, reconstruction, improvement 
and maintenance of parkways, authorized by acts of Congress, on lands owned 
by the United States; and (c) the construction, improvement, and maintenance of 
Indian reservation roads and bridges and roads and bridges to provide access to 
Indian reservations and Indian lands under the provisions of the act of May 26, 
1928 (45 Stat. 750). 

The proposed authorizations in section 4 are satisfactory to this Department. 
Representatives of the Department will be prepared to testify at the hearing on 
S. 2982 in support of section 4 of the bill. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the 
submission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours. 
RALPH A. Tupor, 
Under Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. Wirth. I shall do that, sir. 

Senator Casr. Are there any other questions or anything you wish 
to add to your statement ? 

Mr. Wirtu. No, sir. 

Senator Casr. That concludes your statement, then ? 

Mr. Wirtu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. We thank you very much. 

The next witness is Mr. Maughs Brown, Chief of Roads Branch, 
Indian Bureau. 


STATEMENT OF J. MAUGHS BROWN, CHIEF, ROADS BRANCH, 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 


Mr. Brown. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I have endeavored to bring this statement down to the shortest 
possible space. 

The Government of the United States is responsible for a total of 
19,000 miles of roads and truck trails serving Indian lands in this 
country. 

The reservations and Indian communities served by this large mile- 
age of roads and trails are widely scattered throughout the United 

tates. 

Many types of climate and terrain make it necessary to resolve a 
wide variety of roadbuilding conditions. 

The total area of Indian reservations is larger than the combined 
area of several of our smaller States. 

In most of the isolated areas of the West we have a rural population 
with no adequate means of transportation of any kind, no railroads 
or adequate roads to compensate. It is this need that section 4 (c) 
of S. 2589 and S. 2982 proposes to cover. 

Today it is almost universally recognized throughout the whole 
world that the rate of both the economic and social progress of a 
people is largely determined by the rate of the development of the 
means of transportation. 

In order to accelerate the progress of the American Indians, the 
basic element on which such progress is based must be provided. 

This committee is well aware of these facts and that the importance 
to the Indians of an adequate road system can hardly be over- 
emphasized. 
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Road development on Indian reservations is a basic requisite to the 
success of all other Indian welfare programs for which Congress 
annually appropriates funds—the educational, health, social, and 
physical betterment. 

In order to obtain the full value of these worthwhile efforts, a 
balanced program must be planned and carried forward. 

At the present stage of progress, road construction has fallen short 
of that required to balance the reservation programs and to make 
fully effective the funds appropriated for these basic needs. 

Of the 19,000 miles of roads and truck trails now in use on Indian 
reservations, 15,000 miles are classed as primary and secondary roads, 
and the remainder as truck trails. 

Of these 15,000 miles, at least 9,000 miles now need to be improved. 
These are roads that were built to a very low standard with non- 
permanent structures, 

Improvement is necessary because not only do such roads, built in 
the 1930’s, wear out, but also because their deterioration was accel- 
erated by the lack of maintenance during the war years. 

Providing a more permanent type is the only sensible and econom- 
ical means of bringing them both to a condition of usefulness and to 
achieve a conservation of public funds. 

Road building was started on Indian reservations by the Federal 
Government, first, because roads were so badly needed, and, second, 
no one else could be found to do the job. Rightly or wrongly, the 
counties in Indian country refused to do anything about Indian roads. 

In fairness it can be said that a large percentage of counties were 
unable, financially, even to provide and take care of the roads the 
non-Indian population was demanding. 

Since the program of building roads on Indian reservations by the 
Government was started, there has developed through the years a 
climate of good will and cooperation between the counties and the 
Federal Government. 

Many cooperative projects of benefit to both Indians and non- 
Indians have been completed ; also, the financial burden on the counties 
of building county roads has been eased by more State and Federal 
particiuation, until now on a national basis approximately 85 percent 
of county road funds are provided by other than land taxes. In many 
Western States, however, counties still obtain a large percentage of 
their road funds from local land taxes. 

Where counties receive a large percentage of road funds from the 
State gasoline taxes and motor vehicle taxes, a favorable climate 
exists for the prosecution of a policy of reducing Federal responsi- 
bilities in Indian affairs wherever possible without damage to Indian 
welfare. 

In most instances, county boards of commissioners will take over 
the future and permanent responsibility of any road that has a general 
community value if the Bureau of Indian Affairs will put the road 
in such a condition that maintenance costs will not be prohibitive. 
This means grading or surfacing or both in nearly every such case. 

Thus, funds to be authorized for Indian Bureau roads under the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954 will accomplish more than their 
basic development purpose. They will also be used to speed the liqui- 
dation of Government responsibility for Indian reservation roads 
wherever it is possible to do so. 
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Following this policy of cooperation with the counties has enabled 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs to reduce the mileage of maintenance 
responsibility from 20,500 to 19,000 miles in the last 2 years 

An analysis made in connection with the C: alifornia withdrawal 
program indicates that it will cost less to put the Indian roads in shape 
and turn them over to the counties than to maintain them for 15 years. 

Agreements have been negotiated with all but one of the California 
counties involved to accept this responsibility after the roads have 
been put in shape. 

The Federal- Aid Highway Act of 1952 authorized $10 million a year 
for Indian roads. Badly needed construction of these roads has been 
postponed from year to year. As more bridges become unsafe and 
more miles of road wear out each year and costs of doing road work 
sharply rise, the situation is getting worse instead of better. The 
longer adequate steps to correct the conditions are postponed, the 
greater the eventual cost to the Government. 

When Congress passed the oe Rehabilitation Act— 
Public Law 474, approved April 19, 1950—$20 million was authorized 
for a 10-year road improvement progr um. This would have required 
an expenditure of $2 million a year. About $1 million a year has been 
available. As a result, road iiahonaedl is way behind schedule. 
This delay is handicapping the other developments and adding more 
costs. 

In order to bring the Navaho-Hopi program into balance with other 
programs, such as ‘the construction of schools and hospitals, $4 million 
annually will be required during the fiscal years 1956 and 1957. 

In addition there are some 200 other Indian reservations throughout 
this country in dire need of road improvements. These other im- 
provements are estimated to cost $120 million. The longer they are 
postponed, the more the eventual cost to the Government. 

The building of roads on Indian reservations can be justified entirely 
as a farsighted program of long-range economy essential not only to 
the welfare of the residents but also to the development of the areas 
and the protection of our natural resources. 

In addition, such a program will provide still another important 
dividend—the very definite value of the work and training the pro- 
gram will offer to the resident Indian population. 

Through working on the road program in the past hundreds of 
Indians have become skilled machine operators and mechanics and 
are now making their own way in this manner to their own satisfaction 
and to the credit of the Indian peoples. 

On the Navaho-Hopi area a formalized training program has been 
put into effect and, as a part of this program, an apprentice training 
schedule has been developed and approved by the Department of 
Labor. 

This feature of the road program is a valuable contribution to the 
long-term goal of solving the Indian problem by making the Indian 
a self-sufficient member of the American community. 

In view of all these factors it is apparent that a farsighted program 
of road renee will prove not only a long-range economy, but 
will also contribute to the social and material resources and to the pro- 
tection of the natural resources of this country at a time when those 
factors are more vital than ever before. 
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Due to lack of time this statement has not been cleared with the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to emphasize that the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs is now, in all measure of respects, trying to get out of business, 
as you know, and the roads part of this program has been to negotiate 
with the local governments, mainly the counties, to take over the 
responsibility for all future maintenance of Indian roads. 

We have felt it would be unfair to both the Indians and the counties 
to just run off and leave the road system in the rundown and, as the 
chairman stated the other day, deplorable condition that we find in 
inany localities. 

So, for the roads throughout a great many reservations of the United 
States, we have made agreements with the counties that we would 
improve the roads to county standards, and then they would accept the 
responsibilities for all future maintenance. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, that only solves part of the problem. 

We have, out of the 19,000 miles we now are responsible for, a large 
mileage of roads in the timber, mountainous areas, which could be 
classed as timber protection roads. 

We have also mileage on what we call closed reservations, which are 
reservations that are tribally owned, and with no whites in there and 
no allotted lands. 

The ultimate solution of these roads would be to transfer them to 
whoever takes the final responsibility for the land involved. 

We cannot make very rapid progress on this turnover program, for 
which we have agreements negotiated in many places, without a sub- 
stantial amount of money. 

The progress will be based entirely on the amount of money appro- 
priated. 

Senator Casr. I notice in reference to your statement that in this 
policy of cooperation or turnover, however you wish to describe it, 
that you reduced your maintenance responsibility from 20,500 to 
19,000 miles in the last 2 years. 

Mr. Brown. Yes. 

Senator Case. And that in connection with the California program 
you have estimated that it would cost less to put the Indian roads in 
shape than to maintain them for 15 years. 

Mr. Brown. That is right. 

Senator Case. In all instances where you work out these agreements, 
do you get from the local authorities an agreement to maintain them 
after they take them over? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir. It is in the form of a resolution passed by 
the county boards. That is, we negotiate an agreement and the 
county board chairman accepts it after the resolution has been passed, 
and they are to take over all future responsibility and all maintenance. 

Senator Casr. Do the Indians pay both State and Federal gas tax 
on gasoline purchased on Indian reservations ? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir. 

As you stated, I think, in one of the previous hearings, while we 
have never received in appropriations the amounts authorized, yet the 
more that is authorized the more we seem to receive. 

Senator Case. Could you give us a little table showing the authori- 
zations by years? 

Mr. Brown. Yes. 








RR 
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Senator Case. And the appropriations against them ? 

Mr. Brown. Yes. 

Senator Case. We would like to have that for the record. 
(The information requested is as follows :) 


List of authorizations and aparepriattone for Bureau of Indian Affairs Roads 


7 | 














Amount | Amount 
authorized | appropriated 
Fiscal year— j 
1947 | $6, 000, 000 | $3, 709, 000 
1948 6, 000, 600 | 3, 000, 000 
1949 6, 000, 000 | 2, 784, 000 
1950 | 6, 000, 000 | 3, 300, 000 
1951 | 6, 000, 000 | 5, 627, 130 
1952 | 4, 0%, 000 | 3, 582, 730 
1953 6, 000, 000 6, 516, 000 
1954 10, 000, 000 6, 020, 000 
1955 ot 10, 000, 000 | 


Mr. Brown. The chairman i is very familiar with the situation on 
these Indian reservations throughout the Dakotas and other parts 
of the country, and I believe you are familiar with the fact that 
at the present time we are engaged in our most substantial road pro- 
gram on the Navajo Reservation as a result of the action of Congress 
in passing a general rehabilitation bill concerning the Navajos. 

Senator Case. Yes. I think we passed an authorization act which 
ran in rather large figures, but the appropriations haven’t been so 
large. 

Mr. Brown. No. 

Senator Casz. How much have you been getting on that program 
a year in appropriations ? 

Mr. Brown. Well, we don’t receive funds separately for that pro- 
gram, or the Congress or Appropriations Committee hasn’t sep- 
arately earmarked the fund; but in order to make any headway at 
all we have allocated a substantial amount of our small construction 
funds to that program, and it has been going on there at the rate, 
in the last 3 years, of a little over a million dollars a year; and that 
has been a very substantial part of the amount appropriated and 
about 25 percent of the total money available for all the reservations 
of the U nited States, some 200 of them. 

Senator Case. Basically, I think part of your problem grows out 
of the natural tendency of State highway commissions to put Federal- 
aid money on projects where the most political control exists. 

Historically, as I have observed it, there have been some places 
where the Indians didn’t vote and there local highway authorities 
could pretty much disregard their wishes. 

Federal-aid funds have been distributed among the States on a 
three-way basis of area, population and road mileage, and the area of 
Indian land counts just as much as any other area in earning a Fed- 
eral-aid allocation to the State. 

The same thing is true of population, that Indian population is 
counted on an authorization of the population basis; but, as you 
know, in my own State the original State allocation of funds gave 
a special rate to the areas of assessed valuation, 75 percent, I think, 


of the total funds available for highway purposes, in South Dakota. 
Mr. Brown. Yes. 
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Senator Case. The distribution was on the basis of the assessed 
valuation of the land. 

Mr. pone Yes. 

Senator Case. The Indian land was not assessed, or a great deal 
of it was held in trust and not assessed, it was entirely ignored in 
the allocation of the total highway funds, half of which were brought 
to the States under the three- way apportionment. 

Mr. Brown. Yes. 

Senator Case. In other words, the Indian lands, the Indian popu- 
lation earned money for the State in the distribution of Federal-aid 
funds, but when they got to the State the thing was reversed, so that 
the funds were distributed to the counties on the basis of their assessed 
valuation. The heavily settled counties, those with deeded lands and 
with high improvements got the money which was earned by the 
area and the population of the Indian counties. 

Mr. Brown. That is right. 

I may say that presents to the highway department a very difficult 
proposition to make a development of their State highway program 
in that State, and I would also like to point out the fact you have 
brought up: That the Indian reservations in these Western States, the 
areas, are included in the three-way program that brings allocations of 
Federal-aid money to the State, but they also have an additional value 
in that there is a special provision in the State highway law that lets 
one «f these Western States get a higher matching ratio by virtue 
of the areas of the Indian reservations and public lands. 

Take the States like Nevada, one of the highest, I think, in the 
United States 

Senator Case. Yes. 

Do the Indian trust lands count in the public lands total for the 
determination of the percentage of matching ? 

Mr. Brown. Oh, yes. The whole area of Indian reservations is 
re in that provision. 

», they are not only valuable from the standpoint of this amount 
of F ‘ede ‘ral funds that the State receives, but they have an added value, 
in that the part that the State has to pay in matching Federal funds 
is reduced thereby. 

I think Nevada has something like 83 percent ratio, hasn’t it, Mr. 
Curtiss ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes. 

Senator Case. And part of that public land total is the reservation 
land, the Indian land ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. The nontaxable Indian lands are included. 

Senator Casr. That makes it even worse. 

If you have any suggestion for language that could be incorporated 
in the bill which would insure that the funds which are apportioned 
to the States should reflect in some degree the way in which the money 
is earned by the States, so as to prevent this exploitation of the value 
of the Indian lands, Indian population, I wish you would suggest it. 

Mr. Brown. That is going to be a tough one, and I would have to 
get in a huddle with Captain Curtiss before I can come up with an 
answer. 

Senator Casr. As you know, the several members of this committee, 
not merely the chairman of the committee, but many other members 
of the committee, are aware of the problems that have beset the devel- 

















i 





FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 313 


opment of adequate roads in the Indian country and the maintenance 
of those roads, so that I can assure you that your statement is greatly 
appreciated by the committee and will be given careful consideration 
when we mark the bill. 

Mr. Brown. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Casp. Thank — 

The next witness is Mr. J. D. Durand, assistant general counsel of 
the Air Transport Association. 


STATEMENT OF J. D. DURAND, SECRETARY AND ASSISTANT GEN- 
ERAL COUNSEL, AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA 


Mr. Duranp. My name isJ.D. Durand. I am secretary and assist- 
ant general counsel of the Air Transport Association of America, 
the trade association of the scheduled, United States flag airlines. 
Our members include substantially all of the airlines certificated by 
the Civil Aeronautics Board. 

S. 2982 presents the airlines with a problem which I would like 
to discuss with the committee. 

It is my understanding that one of the principal purposes of this 
bill is to close the present large gap between Federal appropriations 
for highway purposes, and revenues to the Federal Government from 
the Federal gasoline tax on highway users. It is a companion bill 
to the one introduced in the House by Mr. McGregor. He has pointed 
out, in a press release, that his bill “is designed to answer the com- 
plaints of taxpayers, and of the governors of many States, that gaso- 
line tax revenues are being diverted in substantial part to purposes 
other than road building.” 

The expenditures authorized by these two bills would absorb prac- 
tically all of the gasoline tax revenues. 

Equating Federal expenditures for highway purposes with revenue 
to the Federal Government from the gasoline tax on highway users, 
seems to us to be a sound proposal. However, we do not believe that 
it is the intention of this committee, in determining the amount to 
be appropriated by the Congress for highway purposes, to take into 
account taxes paid on aviation gasoline. 

The airline fleet, of course, does not use the highways. When the 
aircraft are in the air they fly on the Federal airways. When the 
aircraft are not airborne, they are at airports, for the use of which 
the airlines pay landing fees and hangar rentals. 

As the committee members m: Ly know, the Civil Aeronautics Ad- 
ministration of the Department of Commerce has rec ently submitted 
to the Congress a study entitled “A Program of Charges For the 
Use of the Federal Airways System.” In that report the CAA 
concluded that domestic civil aviation has now reached the level of 
economic maturity at which it can begin to make a reasonable con- 
tribution toward the annual costs of the Federal airw ays system. 

The Air Transport Association studied this problem carefully for 
a number of years. We have concluded that the Federal gasoline 
tax paid by the airlines, which in 1954 will amount to about $16 
million, covers their fair share of the cost of the Federal airways 
system. It is their payment for the use of that system. It should 
not be taken into account in establishing the amount Congress appro- 
priates for highways. 
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In order to avoid considering the taxes paid on aviation gasoline, 
in connection with the Federal highw ay program, the amount t of Fed- 
eral excise tax collected each year from the sale of such gasoline 
should be identified. 

This information can be gathered by the Internal Revenue Service 
on the basis of information returns filed by the refiners. 

Aviation gasoline is differentiated from gasoline used for highway 
purposes by its higher octane rating. 

We are not asking for removal of the Federal excise on aviation 
gasoline. We are only asking for identification of the amount of the 
tax collected each year on aviation gasoline. 

I have with me a suggested draft of an amendment which I should 
like to file with the clerk of the committee. The effect of the amend- 
ment would be to require the Secretary of the Treasury to certify 
to the Secretary of Commerce, the amount of Federal excise tax col- 
lected each fiscal year on the sale of aviation gasoline. 

We urge the committee to approve this amendment. 

(The amendment referred to is as follows:) 

The Secretary of the Treasury is hereby directed to report annually to the 
Secretary of Commerce the amount of the Federal excise tax on gasoline col- 
lected each fiscal year on the sale of aviation gasoline. 

Senator Casr. That is a very interesting suggestion, and it will be 
called to the attention of the committee. 

Mr. Robert M. Reindollar, president of the American Road Builders’ 
Association. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT M. REINDOLLAR, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
ROAD BUILDERS’ ASSOCIATION, ACCOMPANIED BY BURTON F. 
MILLER, ESQ., AMERICAN ROAD BUILDERS’ ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Rernpootiar. Mr. Chairman, my name is Robert M. Reindollar. 
For the record and information for this committee, I started in high- 
way work as a rodman on a survey party in the State of Maryl and 
in 1910. I was made engineer of surveys in charge of all surveys 
and preparation of plans in 1920; appointed assistant chief engi- 
neer of the commission in 1929; was asked by the Governor to take 
the chairmanship in 1945, and served under 2 governors through 1950 
as chairman of the Maryland State Roads Commission. 

I am presently engaged as a consulting engineer with the engineer- 
ing firm of Gannett, “F leming, Corddry and C arpenter of Harrisburg, 
Pa. 

I have asked Mr. Burton F. Miller of our association to sit with 
me in case there are any questions to be answered. 

Since its organization in 1902, the American Road Builders’ Asso- 
ciation has followed with intense interest the development of our 
arly roads and trails to today’s vast national network of highways. 

Beginning with the advent of the automobile and the rising 
demand for more and better roads, it became increasingly evident 
that the gigantic task ahead of building an integrated national high- 
way system could best be accomplished by Federal-State coopers ative 
procedures. 

Karly studies made by a joint committee of the Congress evidenced 
great wisdom and foresight in concluding that the Federal Govern- 
ment lend its assistance to the States in the development of an inte- 
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grated system of highways. From these early studies was born the 
initial Federal-Aid Road Act of 1916. 

Foremost, the Act of 1916 gave recognition to the Federal respon- 
sibility in highway development and, in a sense, established a part- 
nership between the Federal Government and the respective States 
for the purpose of undertaking as a joint venture the great responsi- 
bility of providing a major network of highways adequate to meet 
social and economic needs as well as to provide for the defense of 
the Nation. 

This basic philosophy or concept, if you please, has been followed 
by 19 successive Congresses and 6 Presidents. 

During the early development of the Federal-aid highway program, 
the American Road Builders’ Association steadfastly supported the 
partnership concept for the building of a limited system of major 
highways. 

Viewing the success of this Federal-State cooperative endeavor over 
a long span of years, we are today even more firmly convinced as to 
the basic soundness of the Federal-aid highway program. 

We challenge current charges that the Bureau of Public Roads 
has outlived its usefulness and that the time has arrived when the 
Federal Government should withdraw from participation with the 
States in highway development. 

It is the studied opinion of the American Road Builders’ Associa- 
tion that such a step at this crucial time would wreck the orderly 
and progressive development of our major systems of highways and 
result in untold economic losses. 

The Federal-aid program as administered by the Bureau of Public 
Roads constitutes an invaluable asset to the Nation’s welfare and 
economy. It should not only be continued but substantially expanded. 

It is true that today we have completed a connecting system of all- 
weather roads transversing the entire breadth of our great Nation; 
but, attendant with the development of this great system of highways 
have come new problems, perhaps problems of much greater magnitude 
than those confronting early Congresses and the public, when the hue 
and cry was to get the motorists out of the mud. 

The bounties of motor transportation have now brought upon us a 
situation which might be termed a national disgrace. Mr. Chairman, 
I refer to the slaughter of 38,300 American citizens on our highways 
in 1953. 

A most graphic picture of this traffic tragedy was presented by the 
President of the United States in a recent address on highway safety. 
The President said : 

I was struck by a statistic that seemed to me shocking. In the last 50 years, 
the automobile has killed more people in the United States than we have had 
fatalities in all our wars on all the battlefields of all the wars of the United 
States since its founding 177 years ago. 

The same list of statistics that I saw said that in 1975 * * * there are going 
to be 80 million automobiles on our streets and roads and highways. Now, the 
Federal Government is going to do its part in helping to build more highways 
and many other facilities to take care of those cars. 

Unfortunately, the rebuilding of our highways, even to the highest 
standards, cannot save all of these lives; but a substantial number 
can be saved. 

By way of illustration, I would like to cite a recent accident analysis 
of two major highways leading from the Nation’s capital. These are 
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the Shirley Highway and the parallel U. S. 1 which lead south from 
Washington. ; 

The new Shirley Highway is a limited access road of modern design 
which, among other features, embodies the separation of opposing 
streams of traffic and the elimination of all crossings at grade. 

The old main road, U. S. 1, is a four-lane, undivided highway with 
none of the safety features just referred to. i 

A comparative study of these two stretches of highways, which 
approximate 12 miles in length, reveal some startling facts. Fatalities 
on U.S. 1 are extremely high and represent a ratio of 17.9 deaths per 
100 million vehicle-miles of travel. In sharp contrast, the Shirley 
Highway, with built-in safety, has a fatality ratio of only 4.4, which 
is one-quarter of that of U.S. 1. t 

The current national average of 7 fatalities per 100 million vehicle- 
miles has shown some improvement in recent years; but, the shameful 
fact remains that in 1953 over 38,300 lives were lost—an all-time high. 
During the same period, 1,350,000 persons were injured and an eco- 
nomic loss of over $3 billion was sustained as a result of motor-vehicle 
accidents. 

In discussing fatalities, injuries, and economic loss, it might be well 
to take a quick look at the Federal-aid system as to its sufficiency to 
meet present demands. 

The Federal-aid system embraces 673,000 miles of major highways 
and streets. This total mileage is classified as follows: Primary sys- 
tem, 218,600 miles; secondary system, 438.000 miles; and 16.500 miles 
of city streets constituting urban extensions of the Federal-aid system. 

An inventory of highway needs, completed just last November by 
the American Association of State Highway Officials, indicates that 
all three of these systems are way below par. According to this study, 
almost two-thirds of the Federal-aid network is in need of improve- 
ment and such need is rather evenly distributed as to the three classifi- 
-ations. 

For example, 141,216 miles of the primary system, or 64.6 percent, 
is in need of improvement, involving an estimated cost of $15,900 mil- 
lion; as to the secondary system, 277,122 miles, or 63.3 percent, re- 
quires immediate attention at a cost of $9 billion; and the urban system 
shows 10,944 miles, or a 66.3 percent deficiency, costing $9,800 million. 

In short, there is a total of 429,282 miles of the Federal-aid system 
below required standards which calls for an expenditure of $35 billion 
to improve to a degree commensurate with today’s requirements. 

Shocking as it may be, the cold fact is that the taxpayers are con- 
fronted with a $35 billion highway bill to correct deficiencies on the 
Federal-aid system alone. To correct these deficiencies within the 
next 10 years would require an annual investment of $314 billion. 
In the meantime, additional requirements due to annual depletion 
will run the bill up another $10 billion. or more. In round figures it 
is reasonable to assess the job at hand in the neighborhood of $50 
billion. 

A most logical question at this point would be: Why are our high- 
ways so inadequate ? 

Such a question involves so many factors they could not possibly 
be discussed within the limits of this presentation. However, a few 
facts regarding the phenomenal growth of highway transportation 
might be helpful in appraising the problem in hand. 
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In the brief period following the end of World War II, motor- 
vehicle registrations have increased from 31 million in 1945 to the 
startling total of 55 million in 1953, a jump of 77 percent in the rela- 
tively short span of 8 years; and it is estimated that within the next 
20 years around 80 million vehicles will be jockeying for space on 
America’s highways. 

Not only have we witnessed a phenomenal increase in the number 
of vehicles during the past few years but, at the same time, highway 
use has increased by leapsand bounds. In 1941, for example, highway 
transportation accounted for 333 billion vehicle-miles, while in 1953, 
highway use was recorded as being in excess of 500 billion miles, or an 
increase of 50 percent. 

In short, we are faced not only with a tremendous increase in the 
number of vehicles, but, at the same time, with a corresponding in- 
crease in usage. 

During this period the rate of highway construction failed even to 
approach the constantly growing demand. Simply stated, highway 
development suffered a severe setback during World War II and a 
combination of factors since then has caused the lag between require- 
ments and improvements to steadily widen. 

The tremendous sums involved in bringing our highways up to 
tolerable standards are most clearly outlined in the recent economic 
report submitted to Congress by the President. In evaluating the 
adequacy of the current level of highway development as compared 
with requirements, the report states : 

It has been estimated that an annual expenditure of $3.5 billion would be re- 
quired for 10 years to eliminate the existing backlog for federally aided systems 
and another $1 to $2 billion for other roads and streets. In the meantime, many 
roads now adequate would need to be improved as traffic increased, or rebuilt 
because of normal wear, adding over $1.5 billion of construction annually, while 
maintenance costs would average another $1.7 billion. Thus, the total annual 
expenditure required to provide an adequate road system within a decade is 
apparently over $8 billion which compares with a current outlay of about $5 
billion. 

The accuracy of this evaluation is further borne out by statistics 
compiled by the American Association of State Highway Officials. 
These studies indicate that as of January 1, 1950, deficiencies on the 
Federal-aid system of highways amounted to $29,200 million. As of 
January 1, 1952, deficiencies had increased to $32 billion, and on 
November 1, 1953, soared to a total of $35 billion, or a total increase 
of $5,800 million from 1950 to 1953. During this same period (Janu- 
ary 1, 1950, to November 1, 1953), only $3,600 million were spent for 
improvements to the Federal-aid system. 

fn other words, in the past 4 years the increase in deficiencies on 
the Federal-aid system amounted to $5,800 million, while the total 
investment in construction represented an expenditure of only $3,600 
million. This again substantiates the conclusion reached by many 
highway authorities, both Federal and State, that our Federal-aid 
system is being depleted about twice as fast as it is being improved. 

In seeking an answer to this apparent dilemma, it might be well to 
inquire as to the limiting factors affecting a substantially accelerated 
rate of improvement. 

There is no question as to the ability of the engineering profession 
and the highway construction industry to carry forward a program 
of required dimensions. Manpower is no longer a problem and there 
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is an abundance of ee materials and equipment. In fact, 
from an economic approach, there is evidence supporting the conten: 
tion that an accelerated piaberes program is most desirable at this 
time. 

In the highway construction industry we find increasing indications 
of abnormal inventories, distressed prices, and other economic factors 
which, if not reversed, may grow to serious proportions. Conversely, 
a stepped-up highway construction program will, beyond question, 
bolster a strong overall] national economy. 

Viewed from any angle, the basic highway problem may be resolved 
to be one of financing. Adequate financing is very definitely the crux 
of the problem. Assuming this to be so, this committee and the Con- 
gress is confronted with a logical question: to what extent is the 
Federal Government responsible in providing a major system of high- 
ways adequate to meet social and economic requirements and serve 
the demands of national defense ? 

It is respectfully submitted that this question cannot be answered 
unless and until there is made available for evaluation a comprehensive 
study of highway finance. Such a study would be invaluable in 
determining the extent of Federal financial participation and where 
the money is coming from. 

Mr. Chairman, this brings me to our main recommendation with 
regard to your bill, S. 2859. Section 10 of this bill evidences a most- 
studied'approach to the baflling problem of highway finance. You are 
to be commended upon your foresight in calling for a study of the 
progress and feasibility of toll roads. This, in effect, calls for a 
study of highway finance of limited application. 

Because of the vital importance of finding ways and means to 
accelerate all categories of highway construction, free roads as well 
as toll roads, we respectfully urge the most earnest consideration of 
this committee in expanding the study called for in section 10 of the 
Case bill to embrace an overall, comprehensive investigation of high- 
way finance. Such a study may properly include tolls, Federal 
grants and loans, the utilization of Federal credit to insure bond 
financing, and other credit devices which would permit an accelera- 
tion of highway finance within the means of the economy of the several 
States and the Nation. 

Considering the fact that highway transportation in all its many 
facets accounts for approximately $45 billion annually, or one-eighth 
of our gross national product, we conclude that the collective economy 
of the Federal Government and the several States is sufficiently strong 
to support an adequate highway transportation system. 

In brief and generally speaking, we are ¢ ‘onfronted with a situation 
that is appalling in connection with the depreciation of highways in 
this country. 

To give you somewhat of an idea as to the problem and necessity 
with which we are confronted, the population of this country in- 
creased from 140 million in 1945 to 160 million in 1953, or 20 million 
in 8 years. 


~ 


Automobile registration increased from 31 million to 55 million 
during the same period, or 24 million in 8 years. 

The mileage of travel by automobile increased from 333 million to 
over 500 million between 1941 and 1953. 
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Now, with the trend in the increase in population and the increase 
in automobiles, it is estimated that we will have 80 million cars in the 
next 2U years, 

My own personal opinion, from what has occurred in the past, is 
that we will have the 80 million in 12 to 15 years. 

If we have congestion on our highways now, and we do have it all 
over the country, and if immediate arrangements are not made for an 
adequate system of highways, we are going to have complete chaos in 
the metropolitan areas when we have that number of cars on the road. 

The economic loss, as established by the Automobile Manufacturer’s 
Association, due to congestion on the highways is indicated as a loss of 
$3 billion annually. 

Last year there were 38,000 persons killed and 1,350,000 injured in 
connection with highway accidents. 

Senator Case. Mr. Reindollar, I am parti icularly impressed by the 
‘comparison you gave between the fatalities on U mited states Highw: ay 
No. | and the Shirley Highway. I note that on U.S. 1 you gave a ratio 
of 17.9 deaths per 100 million vehicle miles of pabrte whereas the 
Shirley Highway, which is in the same general area, has a fatality 
ratio of only 4.4 for 100 million vehicle miles of travel. That is one- 
quarter of that of U.S 

Have you any reason to think that is due to the difference in the 
design ? 

Mr. Retnpouiar. I think it can be attributed almos t entirely to the 
modern design, with a medial separator between the opposing lines 
of traffic and with the denied or controlled access as compared to a 
four-lane highway without any separations. 

Senator Casr. U. 8. 1 is a four-lane highway, but is not divided? 

Mr. Retnpoutiar. That is right, and it gives you some idea of the 
enormous decrease in the accident rate which would result from more 
modern highways throughout the entire country. 

Senator Casr. I note also in your statement that you refer to charges 
that the Bureau of Public Roads has outlived its usefulness and the 
suggestion that the Federal Government should withdraw from par- 
ticipation in the State highway development. You indicate that you 
think 

Mr. Retnvoutiar. Mr. Chairman, I have been associated in highway 
work since prior to the inception of the Bureau of Public Roads and, 
as an individual, and certainly on the basis of the opinion of the 
members of our association, we subscribe to the cooperative Federal- 
State movement in the improvement of highways. We think that 
the Bureau of Public Roads has done an excellent job and that they 
have not served their entire purpose in connection with the building 
up of an adequate system of highways for this country. 

Senator Casr. You take notice of this $35 million ine ne of de- 
ficiency which would require an annual investment of $314 billion 
a year to correct the deficiencies, plus the depletion or m seine @, 
which would bring the figure up to about $5 billion a yea 

How much does your association rec ommend, or chat do you think 
we ought to do? 

Mr. Rernnoiiar. Our association feels that we should have arrange- 
ments made for a program which will provide for sufficient revenue 
to establish an adequate system of highways in a period of 10 years, 











320 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


which would require a construction program of approximately $5 
billion a year for a period of 10 years. 

Senator Case. That would cover both the State and the Federal? 

Mr. Rerxpoitiar. That would cover both the State and Federal 
system of highways. 

We don’t think it is up to the Federal Government to supply half 
of that money. Asa matter of fact, a study of what is being accom- 
plished in some States at the present time would indicate that that 
isn't definitely necessary. In other words, just to mention a few of 
the States, Connecticut has a right large highway appropriation and 
they are going extensively into toll highways. 

Massachusetts is doing the same thing. 

New York is undertaking an extensive program of toll highways. 

Pennsylvania is spending the greatest amounts on free highways 
that it ever has; yet, at the same time, it is expanding its toll-road 
facilities in several directions across the State. 

Ohio has under construction a toll road going from east to west, 
and they have just implemented it with a $500 million construction 
program of free highways, and they are talking about additional toll 
roads. 

The State of Maryland has set up a 12-year program, which is also 
some 568 millions of dollars and which, if judicious sly expended, will 
make an excellent system of highways in the State of Maryland for 
a State that size. 

California is carrying on an excellent program. 

Oregon is doing a splendid j job. 

Senator Case. Of course, to the extent that these States issue bonds 
and create a capital expenditure, they probably accelerate the rate. 

I don’t know how exactly to evaluate that. 

Mr. Rernpotiar. Well, I can only tell you the State I am definitely 
familiar with, in connection with the program in Maryland, the 
$568 million embraces the issuing of $300 million in bonds; but those 
bonds are retired against the gasoline tax, become a first lien against 
the gasoline tax, but under the constitution in Maryland any bond 
for that purpose must be retired in the period of 15 years. So, in the 
12-year program, by the time we have re mi ‘hed the 12 years, the bonds 
that are initially sold, the majority of them, will be up to the 
retirement stage. 

Senator Case. From your analysis and your study of this whole 
situation, that is, the expenditures by States on a current basis and 
the expenditures from bond revenues, how much do you think the 
Federal Government ought to put into the program each year to 
insure elimination of defic iencies and keeping up with the maintenance 
within a period of 10 years 

Mr. Rerxpotnar. Senator, I don’t think that anyone without an 
adequate study is qualified to make a definite statement as to just 
what that should be. 

I notice that in section 10 of your bill there is a recommendation 
that there be made a study of toll-road financing, and how that would 
fit in with the general program of the interregional system or inter- 
state system of highways. We feel that such a study should be 
expanded to ine ‘ude the moneys that are being provided by the States 
and the different sources of revenue that are being provided for 
highways. 
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For instance, when I was here the other day there was some dis- 
cussion with regard to the difference in the gasoline tax that is 
collected in the several States, some of them having a 314 or 4-cent 
gasoline tax and some of them having as high as 7. 

In the State of Maryland we have recently increased the gasoline 
tax from 5 to 6 cents. At the same time we have increased the regis- 
tration fees to automobiles and for a large car, for instance, you pay 
$30 annually asa registration fee. 

Now, if you take the total number of cars and the mileage traveled, 
you will find the average car travels about 9,000 miles a year, and on 
the basis of 15 miles to the gallon of gasoline it will consume 600 
gallons of gasoline, which is the equivalent, on a 6-cent gas tax, 
of $36; and if he pays $30 as a registration fee, it is equivalent not 
to a 6-cent gasoline tax, but an 11-cent gasoline tax. 

Now, if a person keeps his car in a garage and only uses it half that 
much, it will increase the amount of money he is paying relative to 
the use of his car. 

What I am driving at is this: If a State has a 7-cent gas tax, but 
only a $2 registration fee, they are not proportionately “putting up 
the same amount of money as indicated by the gasoline tax alone. 

Senator Case. That is an interesting angle to the matter, and I 
appreciate your reference, too, for a study of highway financing. 

I think perhaps it ought to be expanded a bit to cover not merely 
tolls, but bond financing and grants and loans, and also perhaps take 
cognizance of the building in of safety features. 

Mr. Retnpotuar. I think so. 

Senator Casr. The 38,000 death figure and the 1,850,000 casualty 
figure, to which you have alluded, to which the President referred 
in his address to the safety conference, certainly warrants doing 
something. 

We spend a lot of money to reduce casualties in war, as we properly 
should, but there are a great many innocent people, noncombatant, so 
to speak, who are the victims of highway accidents, and to an extent 
that is greater than necessary if adequi ite funds can be provided for 
a system of highways which would incorporate the safety features of 
which you speak, sir. 

We appreciate your statement very much. Your organization has 
always been helpful to this committee and your counsel and the in- 
formation you give us from time to time is greatly appreciated. 

Mr. Rernvotiar. Thank you very much. 

Senator Case. Mr. John V. Lawrence, of the American Trucking 
Associations. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN V. LAWRENCE, MANAGING DIRECTOR, 
AMERICAN TRUCKING ASSOCIATIONS 


Mr. Lawrence. Mr. Chairman, I have a very brief statement. 

My name is John V. Lawrence. I am managing director for the 
American Trucking Associations. That organization is known to 
most of you. I should like to say, for the record, it is the national 
trade association of the trucking industry. We represent all types 
of motor carriers of property, both for hire and private. We have 
affiliated associations in all 48 States, and in the District of Columbia. 
Our offices are located at 1424 16th Street NW, Washington 6, D. C. 
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It was my privilege to appear before the Subcommittee of Roads 
and of the House Committee on Public Works last June. My testi- 
mony is a matter of record. 4 

Then at our annual meeting in Los Angeles, October 1953, the 
board of airectors moditied our policy on Federal aid for highways. 

I might say parenthetically that our board of directors 1s com- 
posed really of all of the delegates, and they are 417 in number. 

I wrote to Congressman J. Harry McGregor, chairman of the 
House Subcommittee on Roads, under date of November 9, 1953, 
apprising him of this change. A copy of that letter is appended and 
made a part of this statement. 

Senator Case. Without objection, that letter may be made a part 
of the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 

NOVEMBER 9, 1953. 
Hon. J. Harry McGrecor, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Roads, 
Committee on Public Works, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear CHAIRMAN McGrecor: You will recall that on June 30 of this year I 
appeared before the Subcommittee on Roads to state the position of the American 
Trucking Associations, Inc., with respect to several questions under consideration 
by the subcommittee. 

At that time, we favored abandonment by the Federal Government of taxation 
of motor fuels and automotive equipment. A revision of our position on this 
question was made by our board of directors at its annual meeting, held 
October 29 and 30, 1953, at Los Angeles. 

By way of explanation, may I point out that for many years it had been our 
position that the Federal fuel taxes and automotive excise taxes were enacted 
as emergency measures and should be repealed at the earliest possible date. 
This position was shared by virtually all of the various groups of highway 
users and by the American Association of State Highway Officials. 

We had felt that repeal of such taxes should not and would not have any 
effect upon continuance of Federal highway aid and a strong Bureau of Public 
Roads. We also felt, sincerely, that strong justification for our position was 
to be found in the legislative history of both the tax measures and the Federal 
aid legislation. 

In any event, our purpose in pressing this position never has been to obtain 
tax cuts which would result in savings to ourselves. Our sole purpose has been 
to make more money available for highways. We felt that if Federal aid were 
continued and the Federal taxes were abandoned, the States would be in a good 
position to increase their highway taxes and thus increase the overall highway 
fund. 

However, in recent months it has become reasonably clear that our position, 
regardless of its theoretical merits, was unacceptable as a practical proposition. 
Moreover, we have been dismayed by interpretation of our position as opposition 
to the Bureau of Public Roads and to Federal participation in the highway 
program. 

Nothing could be more erroneous. If repeal of the Federal taxes automatically 
eliminated Federal aid and wiped out the Bureau, we would unhesitatingly be 
opposed to such repeal. 

We are extremely anxious to clear up any misunderstanding of our attitude, 
and to demonstrate that our primary interest is identical with that of the 
Subcommittee on Roads—adequate highways. 

With this in mind, our board of directors, at its recent meeting, reconsidered 
our long-standing opposition to the Federal taxes and adopted a revised position. 
Our revised position is substantially the same as the position expressed to the 
Subcommittee on Roads last April by Charles M. Ziegler in behalf of the 
American Association of State Highway Officials. 
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Mr. Ziegler, you will recall, recommended that appropriations for Federal 
highway aid be increased to a level approximating the Federal revenue from the 
tax on motor fuels, and that the bulk of the added amount be earmarked for 
improvement of the national defense system of highways. We endorse that 
recommendation. 

Very truly yours, 
JOHN V. LAWRENCE, 
Managing Director. 

Mr. Lawrence. A statement of the present position of the trucking 
industry is deemed important here and I should like to take a few 
minutes to state it. 

We have always felt that the Federal automotive excise taxes should 
be repealed and that such taxes should be collected only by the States 
which rely upon motor vehicle user revenues as the primary source 
of highway funds. To this extent, our position was in line with that 
of the governors’ conference. 

We do not agree at all, however, with one suggestion of the gov- 
ernors’ conference. They seem to believe that re peal of the F ederal 
automotive taxes should be accompanied by cancellation of the Federal 
program of highway aid to the States. There is a tremendous need 
for continuance of the Federal-aid program. The National Congress 
has a definite and pressing responsibility to continue it. In fact, we 
would not want to see the Federal taxes repealed if such repeal auto- 
matically meant cancellation of the Federal-aid program. 

We also believe the Bureau of Public Roads fills an extremely im- 
portant role in the highway picture. It should be continued at full 
vigor. Our policy has never been changed on this issue. 

Our general position has been well st: ated by the National Highway 
Users Conference, of which we are a member, as follows: 

The board of governors of the National Highway Users Conference reiterates 
its belief in the Federal-aid highway principle and the time-tested values of 
the Bureau of Public Roads which administers Federal grants for highways. 

The board reaffirms the conference position that the general benefits of high- 
ways to the Nation, State and communities, including the national defense, 
delivery of mail, interstate commerce and other national interests, make it im- 
perative that the Federal Government contribute to the costs of highways from 
general revenues; and that the control of Federal highway expenditures and 
related matters should be centered in one competent agency of the Federal 
Government designated by the Congress. 

The board of governors therefore urges that the traditional principles of 
Federal aid for highways should not be abolished or radically modified. 

At the same time, the board of governors emphasizes that there is no his- 
torical relationship between Federal aid and the Federal automotive excise 
taxes, whose repeal has long been an objective of highway user groups. 

We join in the contention that there is no connection between the 
Federal automotive taxes and the Federal-aid highway program. 
This premise is well founded. 

In any event, if it should be determined that Federal aid may not be 
continued unless the taxes also are continued, then it is our position 
that the Federal-aid appropriations, which are very substantially less 
than the Federal automotive taxes, should be increased to a level more 
nearly in keeping with the taxes collected. Current Federal appro- 
pri: ations amount to only about one-fourth of the taxes collected. It 
is also a fact that in 1952 the total of all special motor-vehicle taxes 
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exceeded by almost 10 percent the total expenditures by all levels of 
government for all roads and streets. 

Specifically, if Federal excise taxes are to be continued, we believe 
Federal aid should be increased to at least the level of the Federal tax 
on fuel used on highways, which currently yields about $900 million 
a year. 

This matter came up for considerable discussion at our last annual 
meeting. Our board of directors reviewed carefully the serious and 
alarming deficiencies in our highway programs, and concluded that 
if the emergency excise taxes are to be continued, a greater part of 
them should be spent to correct these deficiencies. This alternative is 
preferable to current practice of applying the tax moneys to purposes 
unrelated to highways. We, therefore, endorsed the policy of the 
American Association of State Highway Officials. This policy recom- 
mends increasing Federal highway aid to $900 million. 

We have examined the bills before your committee, S. 2859 and S. 
2982. Both of these bills attempt to a greater or lesser extent to carry 
out a more comprehensive and effective Federal-aid program. Both 
represent steps in the right direction. As between the two, we believe 
S. 2982 introduced by Senator Martin is to be preferred. However, 
we do believe that section 2 (a) of this bill should be given careful 
scrutiny. That is the section providing for the interstate system of 
highways. This system of 40,000 miles is coextensive with roads 
needed for the defense of this Nation. 

This fact has been established by representatives of the Department 
of Defense. 

We feel this system should be given the very highest priority for 
improvement. Section 2 (a) makes appropriations for this important 
road contingent upon a sustained Federal excise tax on motor fuel of 
2 cents per gallon. Existing laws reduce this tax to 114 cents per gal- 
lon effective April 1, 1954. Unless new tax legislation is passed this 
month the interstate section will be lost. Let me reiterate that we of 
the trucking industry have always felt that Federal-aid highway 
programs should be predicated upon need. There should not be any 
connection between an appropriation for road improvements and any 
specific tax. We, therefore, urge your careful consideration of the 
hazards created by the above provision for the most important seg- 
ment of our highway system. 

We believe that section 10 of S. 2982 is highly desirable. This sec- 
tion orders a study of the problems posed by necessary relocation and 
reconstruction of public utilities services resulting from highway im- 
provements. We believe that all moneys appropriated for highways 
should go into highways. The study provided in section 10 is the right 
way to approach this problem. 

We appreciate this opportunity to appear before this committee 
and respectfully urge that you give favorable consideration to legisla- 
tion which will increase the amount of Federal highway aid to the end 
that the deficiencies in our principal highway systems may be removed. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Case. Thank you, Mr. Lawrence, very much. We appre- 
ciate having your statement and its endorsement of the general idea of 
increasing the funds for highway improvement. 

Are there any others present who have a statement they wish to 
leave with the committee ? 
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Commissioner Du Pon’. Mr. Chairman, yesterday I was requested 
to file with the committee a statement to outline the duties of the Com- 
missioner of Public Roads and the responsibility as to secondary roads, 
and I have that statement here. 

Senator Case. The statement will appear in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


SECONDARY RoAps 


At the recent Senate hearings on 8. 2859 and S. 2982, I was requested to file with 
the committee a statement which would outline my present duties and responsi- 
bilities concerning secondary roads. 

Generally speaking, the procedures of the Bureau with respect to secondary 
road projects are about the same as for primary roads. Under these procedures, 
secondary projects are initiated by the State through the filing of what is termed 
a program. A program consists of a statement of a number of contemplated 
projects, and indicates the location of the projects on the secondary system. Upon 

sureau approval of a program, the State submits plans, specifications, and esti- 
mates for each project. Upon Bureau approval of the plans, specifications, and 
estimates of a particular project, the State is authorized to advertise for bids, 
and contracts are let by the States with concurrence of the Bureau. Thereafter, 
a project agreement is entered into between the State highway department and 
the Bureau. This agreement specifies the dollar amount of the Federal partici- 
pating share in the cost of the project and the dollar amount of the State’s share 
in the cost, and contains an obligation on the part of the State to construct in ac- 
cordance with the plans and specifications, and for maintenance of the project by 
the State. Inspections are made by the Bureau as the work progresses and 
progress payments are usually made for work performed. Prior to the making of 
any payments by the Bureau to the State, the vouchers are checked for general 
compliance. 

Insofar as the Bureau is concerned with standards for secondary roads, the 
following is the situation: 

In 1945 the American Association of State Highway Officials adopted stand- 
ards for secondary roads which were approved by the Commissioner of Public 
Roads and forwarded to each State as the accepted standards. These standards 
are not high, and in many States higher standards are used. 

The foregoing represents the actual procedures now being followed by the 
Bureau in connection with secondary roads. It has been the opinion of the re- 
sponsible officials of the Bureau for many years that certain sections of the Fed- 
eral Highway Act, approved November 9, 1921, namely, sections 6, 8, 9, 11, 12, 
18, and 14; subparagraph (b) of section 3 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1944 ; the fourth paragraph of section 1 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1948; 
and paragraph (b) of section 1 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950, when 
construed together, place upon the Commissioner a duty and responsibility to 
earry out the Federal-aid secondary highway program substantially in line with 
the above-mentioned procedures. In other words, the Commissioner has certain 
statutory responsibilities and duties, and it has been the combined opinion of the 
Bureau officials that the procedures prescribed are necessary in order to comply 
with these statutory requirements. 

The bills before this committee, insofar as they apply to secondary roads, 
appear to be designed to permit State highway departments to take over some of 
the responsibilities now exercised by the Bureau. The Martin bill would give the 
Secretary of Commerce discretion as to whether or not he permits the State 
highway department to take over any of the responsibilities. He may in his 
discretion carry on exactly as at present, or to the extent he deems desirable, 
within the limits of the law, he may permit the State highway department to 
take over certain of his responsibilities. The Case bill does not appear to give 
the Secretary such discretion, but would make the action mandatory. The ad- 
ministration favors the discretionary power along the lines proposed by the 
Martin bill, if amended to conform to H. R. 8127 (McGregor bill). 

Neither bill, however, gives the Bureau of Roads clear benchmarks as to the 
extent to which the Bureau may be relieved of its responsibilities with respect 
to secondary roads. Since the obligations are imposed by statute, any change 
therein is in effect an amendment of a prior statute and, therefore, should be 
set out with sufficient clarity that the extent of the amendment is clearly de- 
fined. It is assumed that where the expenditures of large sums of money are 
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involved, ordinary caution would require some review to make certain that the 


particular project had been completed, and that the stated cost was properly 


incurred in the construction of the project. Since funds are allocated “for the 
secondary system,” it would be assumed that the Bureau would continue to 
approve the secondary system and the programing of projects on that system, 
and that the States would still be subject to existing law with respect to main- 
t ! that final legislation will make this matter clear so 


enal it is Loped tha Hhal ies 


that the intent of Congress may be followed in the administration of the law. 
Senator CASE. The Chair also wishes to offer for the record a mem- 
orandum on the chronological history of the Federal gasoline tax, and 
t will appear in the record at this point. 
(The memorandum referred to is as follows:) 


FEDERAL GASOLINE TAX 


The Federal gasoline tax was originally imposed on June 21, 1932. It was 
considered an emergency tax to help offset diminishing Federal revenues. The 
rate was 1 cent per gallon and it was to expire on June 30, 1933. 

Instead of e 1 iring, the tax was raised to 1% cents and extended to June 30, 
1935, with the proviso that the one-half cent increase would be abolished on the 
first day of the calendar year following either repeal of the 18th amendment, 
or the date when Federal revenues exceeded expenditures. Since the 18th amend- 
ment was repealed in 1933, the tax was reduced to 1 cent on January 1, 1934, and 
remained at that rate until 1940. 

With World War II underway in Europe it was raised again in 1940 to 1% 
cents to remain in force until July 1, 1945, as a “defense tax.” In 1941, the 
114-cent tax was made a permanent provision of law. The Revenue Act of 1951 
increased the tax to 2 cents but provided for an automatic reduction to 1% 
cents effective April 1, 1954. 


Senator Case. The Chair has a letter from the Bureau of the Budget 
and one from the Chamber of Commerce of the United States, ad- 
dressed to Senator Martin as chairman of the Senate Public Works 
Committee, which will appear in the record at this point. 

(The letters referred to are as follows:) 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., March 8, 1954. 
Hon. EpwArp MARTIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This will acknowledge your letters of February 2 and 
February 20, 1954, inviting the Bureau of the Budget to comment on §S, 2859 and 
S. 2982, bills to amend and supplement the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 
11, 1916 (389 Stat. 355), as amended and supplemented, to authorize appropriations 
for continuing the construction of highways, and for other purposes. 

The need for increasing and strengthening our highway programs in order to 
overcome existing deficiencies and to keep pace with the steadily increasing 
traffic demands is well recognized, and will be presented in other agency reports 
and in testimony before your committee. In his state of the Union message on 
January 7, the President set forth the position of the administration regarding 
immediate needs for highway legislation as follows: 

“To protect the vital interest of every citizen in a safe and adequate highway 
system, the Federal Government is continuing its centrol role in the Federal-aid 
highway program. So that maximum progress can be made to overcome present 
inadequacies in the interstate highway system, we must continue the Federal 
gasoline tax at 2 cents per gallon. This will require cancellation of the one-half 
cent decrease which otherwise will become effective April 1, and will maintain 
revenues so that an expanded highway program can be undertaken.” 

With respect to the longer range aspects of Federal-State cooperation in this 
field the President said: 

“When the Commission on Intergovernmental Relations completes its study of 
the present system of financing highway construction, I shall promptly submit it 
for consideration by the Congress and the governors of the States.” 
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Although both bills would provide increased Federal assistance for an accel- 
erated highway program, S. 2982 would require fewer amendments than 8. 2859 
in order to accomplish the highway objectives of the administration through fiscal 
year 1957. Accordingly, I am authorized to advise you that, subject to the amend- 
ment discussed below, enactment of S. 2982 would be in accord with the program 
of the President, and that favorable consideration of S. 2859 is not recommended. 

S. 2982 makes the necessary 2-year extension of basic Federal-aid authorities 
and incorporates several provisions designed to increase the flexibility of the 
traditional Federal-aid program. It is our belief that the bill will also encourage 
a rapid acceleration in highway construction on the national system of inter- 
state highways. Taken together, these provisions would permit highway pro- 
grams to be directed toward projects of highest priority both to the States and 
to the Nation. 

In view of the critical deficiencies of the national system of interstate high- 
ways, the amount of $200 million annually authorized under section 2 of 8. 
2982 is clearly required. At the same time, this increase over the existing level 
represents a substantial additional fiscal commitment. It is vitally important, 
therefore, that the Federal gasoline tax be continued at its present level of 2 
cents per gallon. The bill recognizes this necessity by providing that the in- 
creased authorization for the interstate system shall not become available unless 
the 2-cent Federal gasoline tax is in effect. 

It is our understanding that in the course of the committee’s hearings the 
question was raised as to whether the administration is agreeable to earmarking 
for the interstate system the revenue obtained from the one-half cent Federal 
gas tax which has been recommended for reenactment. The administration has 
opposed this kind of specific earmarking of Federal revenues in the highway pro- 
gram as Well as in a number of other programs. It is our belief that such ear- 
marking limits the ability of both the Congress and the executive agencies to 
adjust Federal programs to meet changing needs and fiscal conditions. In pro- 
posing that the increased interstate highway program be made conditional on the 
continuation of the present 2-cent gas tax, S. 2982 simply reflects the fact that, in 
view of the present budgetary situation, the Federal Government cannot afford to 
expand its activities in this field without at the same time having assurance that 
sufficient revenues will be available to cover the additional costs. 

S. 2082 continues the existing provisions that the Federal and State Govern- 
ments shall, in general, share equally the cost of projects on the national system 
of interstate highways. Proposals have been made from time to time, and are 
reflected in S. 2859, which would increase the Federal share. In our judgment, 
the effect of these proposals would be less highway construction than is possible 
under the traditional 50-50 matching ratio. In addition, since the national sys- 
tem of interstate highways is wholly included within the regular Federal-aid 
highway systems, we believe that the Federal Government and the States should 
continue as equal partners in programs for the improvement of our highway 
systems. 

An amendment of the first proviso appearing on page 3 of S. 2982 is recom- 
mended. This change involves substituting for the words “shall be deemed to 
have discharged”, appearing in line 5, the words “may discharge”; striking out 
the word “approved” in line 10; and inserting in line 12 after the word “category” 
the words “approved by him”. The purpose of the amended proviso is twofold— 
first, to permit the States to have greater flexibility in the design and selection 
of secondary road projects, and, second, to obtain the most expeditious approval 
of such projects, provided that Federal approval is first given to the State stand- 
ards and procedures under which secondary road funds will be spent. 

Sincerely yours, 
DonaAtp R. Be_cHer, 
Assistant Director. 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES, 
LEGISLATIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, D. C., March 3, 1954. 
Senator EpWARD MARTIN, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR MARTIN: The Chamber of Commerce of the United States be- 


lieves that an adequate system of streets and highways throughout this country is 
vital to the continued growth of the Nation. The chamber and its membership 
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have given continuous and serious study to the problems of highway policy and 
financing, and particularly to the need for improvement of our road system. 

The chamber believes in continuing Federal aid for highways important to 
interstate commerce and national defense. We recommend that Federal aid be 
measured by the Federal responsibility for coordinating the development of our 
highway system in the interest of national security and interstate commerce. To 
this end, we believe that a greater proportion of the total Federal aid should be 
applied to those roads used primarily in interstate commerce. 

Application of Federal aid to local rural roads, as was written into the 1950 
Federal-aid act, is contrary to this principle, and we strongly urge discontinuance 
of the practice. 

We recommend that the States be required to match Federal-aid funds for high- 
way purposes in not less than equal amounts. An increase solely in the Federal 
share of the matching ratio would undoubtedly mean a decrease in the total 
amount made available for the purpose. This we believe would be undesirable. 

Federal supervision should be maintained for all classifications of roads in the 
Federal-aid system. Proposals to remove portions of the system from the juris- 
diction of the Bureau of Public Roads should be rejected because the primary 
justification for Federal aid is coordination of highway development in the 
national interest. 

The chamber recognizes the practical necessity of the toll-road method of financ- 
ing by the States. Toll roads have become an important part of our national 
highway system, and we believe that application of highway planning funds by 
State highway departments for toll-road studies is a necessary development. 

I would appreciate it if you would make this letter a part of the record of your 
hearings. 

Cordially yours, 
CLARENCE R. MILES. 


Senator Casr. The Chair also has a statement from Mr. S. M. Barr, 
vice president of the Western Union Telegraph Co., dealing with the 
subject of reimbursement for cost of relocating facilities of public 
utilities. That statement may appear in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF VIEWS OF S. M. Barr, VICE PRESIDENT, PLANT AND ENGINEERING, 
WESTERN UNION TELEGRAPH COMPANY, CONCERNING Costs To UTILITIES WHEN 
RELOCATING FACILITIES ALONG FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY PROJECTS 


The relocation of utility plant and facilities as a result of the construction 
or reconstruction of highways in connection with improvements to the Federal- 
aid system of roads has become a source of considerable expense and concern 
to utilities. It is reasonable to conclude that the expenses incurred for reloca- 
tion purposes will be greater in future years because of increased activity in 
connection with the Federal-aid highway program. These relocation costs are 
inequitable and unfair to the users of utility services who ultimately must bear 
them. 

The Federal-Aid Highway Act does not specifically provide for the payment 
from Federal funds of any part of the cost of relocating the facilities of utilities 
other than railroads which are located within highway rights of way and which 
are required to be relocated to accommodate Federal-aid highway projects. More- 
over, it has been the practice of the Bureau of Public Roads not to permit reim- 
bursement to nonrailroad utilities of any relocation costs in such cases unless 
the State authorities determine that the nonrailroad utilities are relieved of the 
obligation under State law. 

During the last session of the 82d Congress, two identical bills, S. 2585 and 
H. R. 6697, were introduced to resolve this problem. These measures would 
authorize payment from Federal funds of the cost of relocating facilities of 
nonrailroad utilities, whether municipally, publicly, or privately owned, where 
such relocation is required in connection with Federal-aid highway projects. 
Such legislation would give nonrailroad utilities equality of treatment with that 
accorded railroads under existing law. 

The use of Federal funds for Federal-aid highway purposes is primarily 
justified on the theory that these highways are constructed in the interest of 
national defense and interstate commerce for the benefit of the general public. 
The funds thus expended are derived from general taxes. The nonrailroad 
utility pays its share of these taxes, but the public ultimately pays costs incurred 
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for the relocation of the utility’s facilities through the rates charged for the 
service by the utility. Thus, the nonrailroad utility user is required to make a 
double contribution toward the cost of Federal-aid highway construction, once 
in general taxes and again in rates charged by the utility. This inequity appears 
more acute when it is recognized that the utility user receives no more benefit 
from the Federal-aid highway projects than any other user of the highways. 

Accordingly, I should like to strongly recommend that this committee elimi- 
nate the discrimination against nonrailroad utilities and users of their services 
and provide necessary reimbursement for all utilities having facilities affected 
by such Federal projects. 

Senator Case. The Chair also has a letter from Mr Paul V. Vetters, 
executive director of the United States Conference of Mayors, dated 
February 17, with which he transmits a comprehensive report for 
members prepared for the House Committee on Public Works, Sub- 
committee on Roads, at their hearing last spring, and he asks that be 
inserted in the record of the hearings. 

It is a little bit lengthy, but the Chair suggests it appear in the 
appendix of the hearings. 

Are there further communications for the record ? 

Without objection, the staff will append any additional statements 
that may be received on the bills before the committee. 

The Chair would also like to suggest that the bill which I under- 
stand is being introduced today by Senator Ferguson and other 
highway bills appear in the appendix of the printed report for 
reference. 

(S. 216, S. 1108, and S. 3069, are as follows :) 


{[S. 216, 88d Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To set aside the proceeds of the manufacturers’ excise taxes on automobiles, tires 
and tubes, gasoline, and lubricating oil for the purposes of the Federal-Aid Road Act 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) for the purpose of carrying out the 
provisions of the Federal-Aid Road Act, approved July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), 
and all Acts amendatory thereof and supplementary thereto, there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated out of the Federal Aid Highway Trust Fund 
created by section 2 for each fiscal year, beginning with the fiscal year com- 
mencing July 1, 1954, a sum equal to the amount collected during the preceding 
calendar year as receipts from taxes imposed by sections 3400, 3408, 3412, and 
3413 of the Internal Revenue Code, as amended. 

(b) Of the sum appropriated pursuant to the authorization contained in sub- 
section (a) for any fiscal year-— 

(1) 45 per centum shall be available for expenditure for projects on the 
Federal-aid primary highway system. 

(2) 30 per centum shall be available for expenditure for projects on the 
Federal-aid secondary highway system. 

(3) 25 per centum shall be available for expenditure for projects on the 
Federal-aid primary highway system in urban areas, 

(c) The sum authorized to be appropriated pursuant to the authorization 
contained in subsection (a) for any fiscal year shall be apportioned among the 
several States in the manner now provided by law and in accordance with the 
formulas set forth in section 4 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944. Any 
sum apportioned to a State under this subsection shall be available for expendi- 
ture in that State for two years after the close of the fiscal year for which 
such sum was appropriated, and any amount so apportioned remaining un- 
expended at the end of such period shall lapse: Provided, That such funds for 
any fiscal year shall be deemed to have been expended if a sum equal to the 
total of the sums apportioned to the State for such fiscal year is covered by formal 
agreements with the Commissioner of Public Roads for the improvement of 
specific projects as provided by this Act. 

(d) Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions of this section, $20,000,000 of 
the amount appropriated for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, shall be appor- 
tioned among the several States in the same manner as funds apportioned under 
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subsection (c). The amount apportioned to any State under this subsection 
shall be available for expenditure by such State for study and research for the 
purpose of ascertaining methods of increasing the safety of users of the highways. 

Sec, 2. There is hereby established on the books of the Treasury of the United 
States a trust fund to be known as the “Federal-Aid Highway Trust Fund.” 
There is hereby appropriated to the trust fund for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1955, and for each fiscal year thereafter, out of any moneys in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, amounts equivalent to 100 per centum of the taxes 
(including interest, penalties, and additions to taxes) collected under sections 
2400, 3408, 3412, and 3413 of the Internal Revenue Code, as amended. No 
amounts shall be paid out of the trust fund except in pursuance of appropriations 
authorized by the first section of this Act. 

Sec. 3. The first section of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952 (Public Law 
413, Eighty-second Congress) is amended to read as follows: 

“That, for the purpose of carrying out the provisions of the Federal-Aid Road 
Act, approved July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), and all Acts amendatory thereof and 
supplementary thereto, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum 
of $550,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1954. 

“The sum herein authorized shall be available for expenditure as follows: 

(a) $247,500,000 for projects on the Federal-aid primary highway system. 

“(b) $165,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid secondary highway system. 

“(¢) $137,500,000 for projects on the Federal-aid primary highway system in 
urban areas. 

“The sums authorized by this section shall be apportioned among the several 
States in the manner now provided by law and in accordance with the formulas 
set forth in section 4 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, approved December 
20, 1944 (58 Stat. 838). 

“Any sums apportioned to any State under the provisions of this section shall 
be available for expenditure in that State until June 30, 1956, and any amount 
remaining unexpended on the close of business on such date shall lapse: Provided, 
That such funds shall be deemed to have been expended if a sum equal to the 
total of the sums apportioned to the State is covered by formal agreements with 
the Commissioner of Public Roads for the improvement of specific projects as 
provided by this Act.” 


[S. 1108, 88d Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the laws relating to the construction of Federal-aid highways to provide 
for equality of treatment of railroads and other public utilities with respect to the cost 
of relocation of utility facilities necessitated by the construction of such highways 


Be tt enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the definition of the term “construction” 
contained in the first section of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, as amended, 
is amended to read as follows: 

“The term ‘construction’ means the supervising, inspecting, actual building, 
and all expenses incidental to the construction or reconstruction of a highway, 
including locating, surveying, and mapping, costs of rights-of-way, relocation 
and readjustment of utility facilities necessitated by the construction or recon- 
struction of the highway, and elimination of hazards of railway-grade crossings.” 

Sec. 2. Section 5 (a) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, as amended, is 
amended by inserting before the period at the end thereof a oclon and the follow- 
ing: “And provided further, That the entire cost of relocation and readjustment 
of utility facilities necessitated by the construction or reconstruction of any 
highway with funds made available under the foregoing provisions of this Act 
may be paid from Federal funds, except that not more than 50 per centum of the 
right-of-way and property damage costs, paid from public funds, may be reim- 
bursed from Federal funds.” 

Sec. 3. (a) The provisions of the foregoing sections of this Act shall be appli- 
eable with respect to all Federal-aid highway projects completed after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

(b) In any case in which any part of the costs of any project completed after 
the date of enactment of this Act are paid from sums apportioned to a State 
prior to the date of enactment of this Act, the apportionment to such State shall 
be increased by an amount sufficient to pay any increase in such costs resulting 
from the enactment of this Act, There are hereby authorized to be appropriated 
such sums aS may be necessary to provide for any increases in apportionments 
pursuant to this subsection. 
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[S. 8069, 838d Cong., 2d sess. ] 


A BILL To amend and supplement the Federal-Aid Road Act, approved July 11, 1916 (39 
Stat. 355), as amended and supplemented, to authorize appropriations for continuing 
the construction of highways, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representutives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY SYSTEM 


SecTION 1. (a) For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of the Federal- 
Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), and all Acts amendatory 
thereof and supplementary thereto, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
the sum of $1,125,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957. 

(b) The sum authorized by subsection (a) for each fiscal year shall be available 
for expenditure as follows: 

(1) $425,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid primary highway system. 

(2) $350,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid secondary highway system. 

(3) $850,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid primary highway system in 
urban areas, and for projects on approved extensions of the Federal-aid secondary 
system within urban areas. 

(c) One-half of the sums authorized by this section for each fiscal year, 
respectively, shall be apportioned among the several States in the manner now 
provided by law and in accordance with the formulas set forth in section 4 of 
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, approved December 20, 1944 (58 Stat. 838). 
The remaining one-half of such sums for each fiscal year, respectively, shall 
be apportioned among the several States in the ratio which the motor vehicle 
registrations in each State as of June 30 of the year preceding the commence- 
ment of the fiscal year for which the apportionment is being made, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary of Commerce, bears to the total of motor vehicle registra- 
tions in all of the States as of such date, as determined by the Secretary of 
Commerce. 

(d) Any sums apportioned to any State under the provisions of this section 
shall be available for expenditure in that State for two years after the close 
of the fiscal year for which such sums are authorized, and any amount so 
apportioned remaining unexpended at the end of such period shall lapse. The 
funds apportioned to any State for any fiscal year shall be deemed to have 
been expended if a sum equal to the total of the sums apportioned to the State 
for such fiscal year is covered by formal agreements with the Secretary of 
Commerce for the improvement of specific projects as provided by this Act. 
In the case of those sums apportioned to any State for projects on the Federal- 
aid secondary highway system, the Secretary of Commerce shall be deemed to 
have discharged his responsibility relative to the plans, design, inspection, 
and construction of such secondary road projects upon his reeeipt and approval 
of a certified statement by the State highway department setting forth that 
the plans, design, and construction for such projects are in accord with the 
approved standards and procedures of the respective States applicable to projects 
in this category. 

(e) Not more than 25 per centum of the amount apportioned to each State 
under subsection (b) (1), (b) (2), or (b) (3) of this section may be trans- 
ferred from the apportionment under such subsection to the apportionment 
under either of the other subsections. Any such transfer must be requested by 
the State highway department concerned and approved by the Secretary of 
Commerce as being in the public interest. The total of such transfers shall 
not increase the original apportionment under any such subsection by more 
than 25 per centum. Nothing herein contained shall be deemed to alter or 
impair the authority contained in the last proviso to subparagraph (b) of 
section 8 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944. The transfers herein- 
above permitted for funds authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal years 
ending June 30, 1956, and June 30, 1957, shall likewise be permitted on the 
same basis for funds heretofore or hereafter authorized to be appropriated for 
any prior or subsequent fiscal year. 

(f) The Secretary of Commerce may approve, as a part of the Federal-aid 
secondary system, extensions through urban areas connecting points on that 
system, except that Federal participation in projects on such extensions shall 
be limited to funds available for expenditures for projects on the Federal-aid 
primary highway system in urban areas. 
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NATIONAL SYSTEM OF INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS 


Sec. 2. (a) For the purpose of expediting the construction, reconstruction, and 
improvement, inclusive of necessary tunnels, of the national system of interstate 
highways, designated in accordance with the provisions of section 7 of the 
Federal-aid Highway Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 888), there is hereby authorized to 
be appropriated the additional sum of $900,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1956, and a like additional sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957. 

(b) One-half of the sum authorized by subsection (a) for each fiscal year shall 
be apportioned among the several States in the ratio which the motor vehicle 
registrations in each State as of June 30 of the year preceding the commencement 
of the fiscal year for which the apportionment is being made, as determined 
by the Secretary of Commerce, bears to the total of motor vehicle registrations 
in all of the States as of such date, as determined by the Secretary of Commerce. 
The remaining one-half of such sum shall be apportioned in the manner now 
provided by law for apportionment of funds for the Federal-aid primary system. 

(ec) The Federal share payable on account of any project provided for by 
funds made available under the provisions of this section shall be 75 per centum. 

(d) Any sums apportioned to any State under the provisions of subsection 
(b) of this section shall be available for expenditure in that State for two years 
after the close of the fiscal year for which such sums are authorized. Such funds 
for any fiscal year shall be deemed to be expended in such amounts, and at such 
times, as the Secretary of Commerce shall determine that the recipient State 
has actually incurred contractual obligations thereunder for the performance of 
specific projects. 

(e) Any amount apportioned to the States under the provisions of subsection 
(b) of this section unexpended at the end of the period during which it is avail- 
able for expenditure under the terms of subsection (d) of this section shall lapse. 


DEFENSE HIGHWAYS, INCLUDING CIRCUMFERENTIAL HIGHWAYS 


Sec. 3. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 6 of the 
Defense Highway Act of 1941 (55 Stat. 765), as amended, and section 12 of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 785), as amended, there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated the additional sum of $100,000,000 to remain 
available until expended. Whenever any project for the construction or improve- 
ment of a circumferential highway around a city or of a radial intracity route 
thereto submitted by any State, is certified by the Secretary of Defense, or such 
other official as the President may designate, as being important for civilian 
or military defense, such project may be constructed under the authorization in 
this section and in accordance with the conditions contained therein. The 
Federal share payable on account of any project for the construction or improve- 
ment of a circumferential highway around a city or of a radial intracity route 
thereto selected in accordance with the provisions of this section shall be increased 
to 60 per centum of the total cost thereof, plus a percentage of the remaining 
40 per centum of such cost in any State containing unappropriated and unreserved 
public lands and nontaxable Indian lands, individual and tribal, exceeding 5 
per centum of the total area of all lands therein, equal to the percentage that 
the area of such lands in such State is of its total area. 


FOREST HIGHWAYS 


Sec. 4 (a) For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 23 of the 
Federal Highway Act (42 Stat. 218), as amended and supplemented, there is 
hereby authorized to be appropriated (1) for forest highways the sum of 
$22,500,000 for the fiscal vear ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1957, and (2) for forest development roads and trails 
the sum of $22,500,000 for the fiscal vear ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum 
for the fiscal vear ending June 30, 1957. 

(b) With respect to any proposed construction or reconstruction of a timber 
access road, advisory public hearings shall be held at a place convenient or 
adjacent to the area of construction or reconstruction with notice and reasonable 
opportunity for interested persons to present their views as to the practicability 
and feasibility of such construction or reconstruction. 

(c) The appropriations authorized by subsection (a) for forest highways 
shall be apportioned by the Secretary of Commerce for expenditure in the several 
States, Alaska, and Puerto Rico in accordance with the provisions of section 3 
of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950. 
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NATIONAL PARK ROADS, PARKWAYS, AND INDIAN ROADS 


Sec. 5. (a) For the construction, reconstruction, and improvement of (1) roads 
and trails, inclusive of necessary bridges, in national parks, monuments, and 
other areas administered by the National Park Service, including areas author- 
ized to be established as national parks and monuments, and (2) national park 
and monument approach roads authorized by the Act of January 31, 1931 (46 
Stat. 1053), as amended, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of 
$10,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1957. 

(b) For the construction, reconstruction, improvement, and maintenance of 
parkways, authorized by Acts of Congress, on lands to which title is vested in 
the United States, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of 
$10,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1957. 

(c) For the construction, improvement, and maintenance of Indian reservation 
roads and bridges and roads and bridges to provide access to Indian reservations 
and Indian lands under the provisions of the Act approved May 26, 1928 (45 Stat. 
750), there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $10,000,000 for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1957. The location, type, and design of all roads and bridges con- 
structed with funds authorized by this section shall be approved by the Secretary 
of Commerce before any expenditures are made thereon, and all such construction 
shall be under the general supervision of the Secretary of Commerce. 


INTER-AMERICAN HIGHWAY 


Sec. 6. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of the Act entitled “An 
Act to provide for cooperation with Central American Republics in the construc- 
tion of the Inter-American Highway”, approved December 26, 1941 (55 Stat. 
860), as amended by section 11 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950, approved 
September 7, 1950 (64 Stat. 785), there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
to the Department of State in addition to the sums heretofore authorized, the sum 
of $8,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and a Jike sum for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1956, to be available until expended, to enable the United 
States to cooperate with the governments of the American Republics situated in 
Central America in the survey and construction of the Inter-American Highway 
within the borders of the aforesaid Republics. Not to exceed one-third of the 
appropriation authorized by this section for each fiscal year may be expended 
without requiring the country or countries in which such sums may be expended 
to match any part thereof, if the Secretary of State shall find that the cost of 
constructing such highway in such country or countries will be beyond their 
reasonable capacity to bear. 


ADVANCEMENT OF EFFECTIVE DATES OF AUTHORIZATIONS 


Sec. 7. At any time that the President may determine upon advice of the Coun- 
cil of Economic Advisers that the level of national employment is such as to 
warrant an increase in the volume of highway construction, he is hereby author- 
ized to advance the effective dates of any authorizations in this Act, except the 
authorizations in section 6, to a date not more than one year earlier than the 
dates which would otherwise be effective. 


CONSULTATION WITH FEDERAL CIVIL DEFENSE ADMINISTRATOR 


Sec. 8. In order to assure that adequate consideration is given to civil defense 
aspects in the planning and construction of highways constructed or reconstructed 
with the aid of Federal funds, the Secretary of Commerce is authorized and di- 
rected to consult, from time to time, with the Federal Civil Defense Administra- 
tor relative to the civil defense aspects of highways so constructed or 
reconstructed. 


RESEARCH 


Sec. 9. In order to clarify and supplement the authority the Secretary of 
Commerce now has for carrying on necessary highway research, the Secretary 
is authorized in his discretion to engage in research of every nature and descrip- 
tion, consonant with the objective of attaining adequate highway systems con- 
sisting of durable, safe, and low-cost highways. Without limiting the generality 
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of the foregoing sentence, the Secretary, in connection with all phases of high- 
way construction, reconstruction, modernization, development, design, mainte- 
nance, safety, financing, and traffic conditions, including the effect thereon of 
State laws, is authorized to conduct, assist, and foster research, investigation, 
and experimentation ; and to test, develop, or assist in the testing and developing 
of any material, invention, patented article, or process. The Secretary may carry 
out the authority granted by this subsection, either independently, or in coopera- 
tion with any other branch of the Government, State agency, authority, associa- 
tion, institution, corporation (profit or nonprofit), or any other organization, or 
person. Whenever any research is carried on in cooperation with others, the 
Secretary in his discretion may enter into any such cooperative effort with or 
without entering into a contract or agreement. If the Secretary does not enter 
into a contract or agreement, it shall contain provisions designed fairly and 
equitably to protect the interests of each party thereto. The Secretary in his 
discretion shall disseminate the results of any research activity to the extent 
that he feels will be of benefit in furthering the aforesaid objective. The funds 
required to carry out the provisions of this subsection shall be taken out of the 
administrative and research funds authorized by section 21 of the Federal High- 
way Act (42 Stat. 212), as amended. The provisions of section 3709 of the 
Revised Statutes (41 U. 8S. C., sec. 5) shall not be applicable to contracts or agree- 
ments made under the authority of this subsection. 

(b) The Secretary of Commerce is authorized and directed to make a study 
of the progress and feasibility of toll roads with particular attention to the 
possible effects of such toll roads upon the Federal-aid highway programs, and 
to make a report of his findings, including recommendations with respect to 
Federal participation in toll roads, to be submitted to the Congress not later than 
April 1, 1955. Not to exceed $100,000 from funds available for administrative 
expenses shall be expended for the purposes of this subsection. 


STUDY OF RELOCATION OF PUBLIC UTILITIES NECESSITATED BY HIGHWAY 
CONSTRUCTION 


Sec. 10. The Secretary of Commerce is hereby directed to cooperate with the 
State highway departments in a study of the problems posed by necessary reloca- 
tion and reconstruction of public utilities services resulting from highway im- 
provements authorized under this Act. Among other things, such study shall 
include a review and financial analysis of existing relationships between the State 
highway departments and affected utilities of all types, and a review of the various 
State statutes regulating existing relationships, to the end that a full and 
informative report may be made to the President for transmittal to the Congress 
of the United States not later than April 1, 1955. 


DRAFT OF NEW FEDERAL HIGHWAY ACT 


Sec. 11. The Secretary of Commerce is authorized and directed to transmit 
to the Congress not later than December 31, 1954, a suggested draft of a bill or 
bills for a Federal Highway Act, which will include such provisions of existing 
law, and such changed or new provisions as the Secretary deems advisable. 
The Secretary shall also submit a report commenting on the draft of bill or 
bills, which shall include specific reference to each change in, or omission of, any 
provision of existing law. 


STATE APPORTION MENTS AVAILABLE FOR STUDY OF TOLL ROADS 


Sec. 12. Section 8 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 is amended by 
inserting after the words “grade crossing eliminations” the words “or toll roads’”’. 


CONTINUANCE IN EFFECT OF PREVIOUS FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACTS 


Sec. 15. All provisions of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, approved 
December 20, 1944 (58 Stat. 838), the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1948, approved 
June 29, 1948 (62 Stat. 1105) ; and the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950, approved 
September 7, 1950 (64 Stat. 785); and the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952, 
approved June 25, 1952 (66 Stat. 158), not inconsistent with this Act, shall remain 
7 full force and effect and shall be applicable in carrying out the provisions of 
this Act. 
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SEPARABILITY 


Sec. 14. If any section, subsection, or other provision of this Act or the applica- 
tion thereof to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of this 
Act and the application of such section, subsectior, or other provision to other 
persons or circumstances shall not be affected thereby. 


REPEAL OF INCONSISTENT ACTS 


Sec. 15. All Acts or parts of Acts in any way inconsistent with the provisions 
of this Act are hereby repealed. 
SHORT TITLE 


Sec. 16. This Act may be cited as the “Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954”. 


If there is nothing further to come before the subcommittee at this 
time, the hearing stands adjourned. 
(Whereupon, at 12: 35 p. m., the hearing was adjourned.) 


NATIONAL PARKING ASSOCIATION, 
Washington 5, D. C., March 4, 1954. 
Hon. Francis Case, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Roads, Committtee on Public Works, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR CASE: This has reference to hearings now being held before 
the Senate Subcommittee on Roads of the Committee on Public Works. 

On behalf of the National Parking Association, the trade association repre- 
senting the owners and operators of the parking industry, I wish to call to the 
attention of this committee the fact that a sizable amount of the research efforts 
of the Bureau of Public Roads seems to have been directed toward ultimate 
socialization of the parking industry. Efforts in this direction have been 
systematic and, so far as we can ascertain, are based upon the mistaken phi- 
losophy that off-street parking facilities are an extension of the street system, 
The inevitable result of the complete endorsement of this philosophy is the 
death of the $3 billion parking industry. 

Since 1941 the Bureau of Public Roads, through its research program, has 
actively encouraged the concept of parking as a municipal enterprise. It has 
suggested and actively urged the adoption of model legislation for enactment 
by the various State legislatures. The direction of all such legislation is toward 
socialization of parking. 

During the very timre—1941 to date—when Public Roads has been devoting 
valuable time and skills to undermining private enterprise in parking, the country 
has suffered sorely from a need for planning and development of Federal-aid 
highways of the primary, secondary, and interstate system. Our highway needs 
are currently estimated as being between $35 and $40 billion. Most of this de- 
ficiency has occurred during the past 13 years while critically needed research, 
planning and creative effort (which should have lighted the way to providing 
adequate roads) have been spent on studies and reports on off-street parking. 

Authority for the parking activities of the Bureau of Public Roads presum- 
ably comes under several sections of amendments and supplements to the original 
Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916. One of these appears to be 
section 11 of the Defense Highway Act of 1941, which in essence declares that 
projects for the development of off-street parking facilities shall be considered to 
be highway projects. When this interpretation is applied to section 21 of the 
Federal Highway Act of 1921 (42 Stat. 212), and section 4 of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1944 (58 Stat. S38), and other amendments authorizing the 
allocation of funds for research and investigational studies, it appears to us 
that the Bureau has the authority to engage in the activities of which we com- 
plain. 

We object to these activities of public roads for these reasons: 

1. Private enterprise is fully capable of serving our Nation’s parking needs 
with an efficiency and economy that municipal parking programs cannot possibly 
duplicate. To the land and construction costs involved in municipal parking 
must be added loss in real-estate taxes; losses to the general fund through the 
pledging of curb-meter revenues to bond payment; losses to the Federal Govern- 
ment because of the tax-free status of the revenue bonds used to finance 
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municipal parking. Without any of these special subsidies, private parking at 
this moment provides 94 percent of all available off-street parking in the United 
States. 

2. Private enterprise will be damaged by continued threat of municipal inter- 
vention. Risk capital will be drive: out of this field of private enterprise. 
Insurance companies and other sources of private financing have flatly stated 
they are not interested in lending money in the face of tax-free municipal 
competition. 

3. Private enterprise cannot successfully meet subsidized competition. Not 
only will the development of new facilities be curtailed, but old facilities will 
be driven out of business. Thus, the Government must be prepared to take over 
the entire burden of providing parking in the United States if the present course 
of events continues. 

{, Expenditure of public funds for research and provision of parking facili- 
ties is a totally unnecessary expenditure of the taxpayers’ money. Private 
enterprise has, over the past 30 years, proved itself entirely capable of meeting 
all legitimate parking demand. 

5. Advances in parking design and other creative efforts to meet this modern 
demand will be halted by Government intervention. They will not be replaced 
by Government for many years to come and not without the expenditure of 
millions more in taxpayers’ money. Progress is the lifeblood of the new parking 
industry. Its tremendous advances in the postwar years have proved that 
it is capable of extraordinary progress in design and operational method. Our 
industry stands now on the threshold of great expansion of parking facility 
construction. 

We therefore recommend that section 11 of the Defense Highway Act of 1941 
be repealed and that a specific provision be included in any appropriation bill to 
limit the expenditure of Federal-aid highway funds for research to research on 
problems directly related to highways of the Federal system only. 

I am transmitting to the committee members a copy of our most recent issue 
of Parking magazine, the theme of which is An Industry on the Threshold. 

C. T. McGavrn, Executive Director. 


LINCOLN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Lincoln 8, Nebr., February 11, 1954. 
Hon. Epwarp MARTIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Martin: We have had our attention called to the fact that the 
Federal-aid funds available to the State of Nebraska for the Federal-aid primary 
system and the Federal-aid urban system are insufficient to meet the needs of the 
State of Nebraska, while at the same time, there is an excess of money for the 
Federal-aid secondary system. We also understand that this situation pertains 
in varying degrees in many other States of the Union. 

At present, it is unlawful to transfer funds available for each of these three 
systems, from one to the other, but the Congress of the United States could in 
passage of an amendment to the Federal Highway Act, provide for such transfer 
of funds between the Federal-aid systems. 

We are also apprised that the American Association of State Highway Officials, 
in convention in Pittsburgh, Pa., in November 1953, recommended that a law be 
passed by Congress making it possible “that not more than 25 percent of the 
amount of Federal-aid funds for highways, apportioned to each State for the 
primary, secondary, and urban systems may be switched from one system to 
the other, provided the State highway department makes such request and it is 
approved by the Commissioner of Public Roads as being in the public interest.” 

In view of the practical difficulty of devising a formula that would satisfac- 
torily meet the varying needs of 48 different States, we urge that the recom- 
mendation as quoted above be incorporated as an amendment to the Federal 
Highway Act, when this act is considered by the Congress of the United States 
in 1954. 

This letter is based on a carefully founded recommendation from our streets 
and highways committee, in which our board of directors concurred. 

Very truly yours, 


JOHN B. Curtiss, President. 
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PENNSYLVANIA STATE ASSOCIATION OF TOWNSHIP SUPERVISORS, 
Upper Darby, Pa., February 19, 1954. 
COMMITTEE ON PuBLIC WORKS, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: I am herewith enclosing copy of a resolution unanimously adopted 
at our State convention February 2, 1954. This for the record of your committee 
hearings. 

Very sincerely yours, 
H. A. THomson, Secretary. 


RESOLUTIONS 


1. Resolved: That we thank the legislature and the Governor for the increase 
in appropriation of our State gas tax allocation under Act 340, and that we urge 
ever township in Pennsylvania to completely participate in the matching fund 
provisions of this law, and to set up and complete as quickly as possible an im- 
provement project. 

Moved: Doyle, Franklin County. 

Seconded: Rieb, Crawford County. 

Passed. 

2. Resolved: That we fear the exemption of machinery from assessment and 
taxation, as per 1953 legislation, will work extreme hardship on many of our 
townships; and be it further 

Resolved, That we recommend the repeal of this exemption law. 

Moved: Doyle, Franklin County. 

Seconded : Hamberger, Clinton County. 

Passed. 

3. Resolved: That we continue our opposition to any increase in maximum 
legal weight of motor trucks on the highways of Pennsylvania as a threat to our 
entire road and bridge system, and that we demand that these hugh trucks 
begin to pay a fair share of their cost of road construction and maintenance in 
Pennsylvania. 

Moved: Doyle, Franklin County. 

Seconded: Fatula, Cambria County. 

Passed. 

4. Resolved: That we regret the loss of legislation in 1953 legislature that would 
have ended discrimination against second-class townships in the matter of Act 
481, 1947 the “tax anything law,” and request more favorable action on this 
fair measure by the next session of the legislature. 

Moved: Doyle, Franklin County. 

Seconded: Harford, Pike County. 

Passed. 

5. Resolved: That we deplore the veto of the township board of health bill by 
Governor Fine and sincerely hope that no epidemic outbreak may occur in rural 
Pennsylvania because of this situation. 

Moved: Doyle, Franklin County. 

Seconded: A. H. Walley, Butler County. 

Passed. 

6. Resolved: That we still insist that the issuing of permits for encroachments 
on township roads should be made by those authorities responsible for these 
roads and that the law should be amended to provide that these permits on 
township roads should be issued by the township officials. 

Moved: Doyle, Franklin County. 

Seconded: Roberts, Greene County. 

Passed. 

7. Resolved: That we feel that better law enforcement and a more equitable 
financial situation would result if the payment of all motor code violation fines 
went to the township in which the offense occurs. 

Moved: Doyle, Franklin County. 

Seconded: Hicks, Chester County. 

Passed. 

8. Resolved: That we feel that all bonds for all justices of the peace in Penn- 
sylvania should be at least equal to the amount of money handled by those justices 
of the peace which belongs to the township. 

Moved: Doyle, Franklin County. 

Seconded: Burkett, Jefferson County. 

Passed. 
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9. Resolved: That due to the continued failure of Federal aid in Pennsylvania, 
that we feel that the cause of better roads in this State would be better served 
by the repeal of the Federal-aid law and the reversion of the 2-cent gasoline tax 
to the State level. 

Moved: Doyle, Franklin County. 

Seconded: Potts, McKean County. 


Passed 

10. Resolved: That we ask for legislative consideration for a separate alloca- 
tion of State funds for township bridges in addition to the State funds now being 
re Pived 


Moved: Doyle, Franklin County. 

Seconded: Babbitt, Krie County. 

Passed. 

11. Resolved: Whereas the roadside litter problem in townships of the second 
class is becoming increasingly serious due to the rapidly growing automobile 
travel along rural and semirural roads; and 

Whereas the Pennsylvania Association of Township Supervisors is aware that 
roadside litter is both unsightly and a hazard to travel: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Pennsylvania Association of Township Supervisors en- 
dorse and join in the current “Don’t be a Litterbug” campaign of the Pennsyl- 
vania Roadside Council. 

Moved: Doyle, Franklin County. 

Seconded: Major, Luzerne County. 

Passed. 

12. Resolved: That we, the Pennsylvania Association of Township Supervisors 
regret the absence, because of illness of John C. Dight and W. P. Ferringer; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be mailed to each of these friends of 
the association. 

Moved: Doyle, Franklin County. 

Seconded : Burrows, Erie County. 

Passed. 

13. Resolved: That we work for a change in the auto code to permit the timing 
by speedometer, for speed restrictions in 35-mile-per-hour zones the same as in 
the 50-mile-per-hour zones. 

Moved: Doyle, Franklin County. 

Seconded: Boughner, Northumberland County. 

Passed. 

Harry Dorie, Chairman. 
PAUL SCHREIBER. 

A. O. LAPE. 

FreD McINTOSH. 

LEWIS MARSHALL. 
GEORGE HAMBERGER. 


AMERICAN PETROLEUM INSTITUTE, 
Vew York 20, N. Y., March 1, 1954. 
Hon. Epwarp MartTIN, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SenAroR MARTIN: In connection with the hearings now being held by 
the Senate Committee on Public Works on the matter of Federal aid to the 
States for highway purposes, I am enclosing statement on behalf of the American 
Petroleum Institute relating to S. 2982 which I shall appreciate your having 
filed in the record of your committee’s proceedings. 

It is our hope that you, as well as your colleagues on the committee, will find 
opportunity to review the statement. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK M. Porter. 


STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN PETROLEUM INSTITUTE TO THE SENATE PusLic 
WorKs COMMITTEE ON PROPOSED FEeDERAL-AID H1iGHWAyY Bri, S. 2982 


The American Petroleum Institute appreciates the opportunity to record with 
your committee its observations on the provisions of 8S. 2982, which we understand 
has been introduced by request. 
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First, it should be emphasized that the petroleum industry is in thorough 
accord with the intent of this bill. As a matter of plain good business policy, oil- 
men support any feasible legislation or program which, in their considered 
judgment, will forward highway improvement. 

Only one condition attaches to the industry’s support of productive highway 
legislation. Oilmen properly feel a sense of responsibility to their customers— 
the motoring and gasoline-consuming public. The industry, therefore, tries to 
study every proposal from the standpoint of its effect on the nearly 67 million 
licensed drivers in the United States. 

It is from this standpoint that we have analyzed the provisions of 8. 2982. 
First, we have asked ourselves, will it promote highway progress? Secondly, 
is it fair to highway users? 


TRADITIONAL FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY 


Traditionally, the Federal Government has recognized a definite responsibility 
to contribute toward the construction of general purpose highways. These con- 
tributions relate to the national defense, the delivery of the mails, and to 
commerce between the States. 

In section 2 of S. 2982, there is a clause which, if adopted, would represent a 
new and radical departure from this principle. It is with this clause and its 
effects that the major portion of our statement deals. 

Under this provision, a special grant of $200 million is to be made yearly for 
expenditure on the interstate highway system. The industry does not quarrel 
with—in fact, it applauds—the principle that these important traffic-bearing 
arteries should receive special consideration in the Federal highway aid program. 

We believe strongly, however, that the potential effects of the clause making 
this $200 million interstate highway grant conditional on the continued im- 
position of a 2 cents per gallon Federal gasoline tax, should be reconsidered. 


WOULD PREJUDGE REPORT OF INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS COMMISSION 


Before turning to an analysis of the specific effects which adoption of the clause 
linking the interstate highway grants to a 2 cents per gallon Federal gasoline 
tax would entail, there is one preliminary comment we would like to make 
concerning this provision: It would prejudge the important work—going on at 
the present time—of a Commission created by this very Congress. 

Demonstrating a genuine concern for States’ rights, this Congress last year 
created the Commission on Intergovernmental Relations to study such matters 
as duplicating Federal and State taxes, and to establish a clear line between 
Federal and State fields of activity. 

Serving on this Commission are Members of the United States Senate, Mem- 
bers of the House of Representatives, Governors of several States, and prominent 
citizens. Some of the finest minds in the United States have been brought to 
study this problem and to reach conclusions on it. 

One of the most important single areas to be covered by this Commission’s 
report has to do with the Federal gasoline tax. Of course, no one knows what 
recommendations the Commission will make on the Federal gasoline tax. It 
is respectfully submitted, however, that the recommendations and findings of 
the Intergovernmental Relations Commission could have a distinct bearing on 
the legislation which is now before your Committee. 

If the Congress were to adopt S. 2982 without striking the linkage clause now 
embodied in section 2 of the bill, it would have the effect of welding the gasoline 
tax—at a fixed rate—to the permanent Federal tax structure. The special 
grants authorized for Interstate Highways would be wholly dependent on the 
continuance of this tax at its present rate. 

Should the Commission on Intergovernmental Relations subsequently recom- 
mend that the Federal Government withdraw from the field of gasoline taxation, 
leaving that source to the States, the entire Federal aid highway program—or 
at least that portion of it relating to the important interstate system—might be 
jeopardized. 

For this reason, therefore, quite apart fro mthe other important considerations 
which we hope to bring out in the balance of this statement, it is felt that Con- 
gress will wish to refrain from definitely linking the Federal highway aid pro- 
gram to the Federal tax on gasoline. 





340 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


WOULD DENY FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS 





Turning again to the bill itself, S. 2982, in its present form, recognizes the tradi- 
tional Federal responsibility for highways up to the extent of $685 million yearly. 
This would be spent on primary, secondary, and urban highways and certain 
other roads. It would continue to be met from general revenues of the Federal 
Treasury 

The $200 million grant for interstate highways, however, is set aside as a 
special responsibility, not of the General Treasury, but of gasoline consumers— 
principally highway users—through their Federal gasoline tax payments. And, 
in order to provide this added $200 million for these important highways, gaso- 
line consumers would be compelled to continue paying more than $900 million in 
Federal gasoline taxes. 

Approval of this section of S. 2982, therefore, would place the Congress in 
the anomalous position of saying that the Federal Government has a responsi- 
bility to meet from general revenues a $685 million share of the cost of the less 
heavily traveled intrastate portions of our highway system, but has no such 
responsibility for the $200 million outlay on the truly interstate segments of that 
system which carry the bulk of the traffic and are most vital from a defense 
standpoint. 

MOTORISTS WOULD BE SHORTCHANGED 


If this provision of the bill is adopted, moreover, motorists and other gasoline 
consumers would have a legitimate reason to claim they were being shortchanged. 
Logically, if the Federal gasoline tax is changed from a general revenue meas- 
ure—which it has always been—into a special highway use tax, these taxpayers 
might well ask why only $200 million of its proceeds will be appropriated for 
highways? Why not the entire revenue of $910 million? They could logically 
demand an authorization of $685 million from general revenues (as now pro- 
vided in the bill) plus $910 million representing their special contribution as 
gasoline consumers. 

Now it may be, although the bill as written does not say so, that the intention 
is to tie up all aspects of the Federal-aid highway program with the Federal 
gasoline tax—not merely the interstate system. This would be a radical change 
in the entire concept of Federal aid. It would deny that the Federal Government 
has any responsibility whatever for meeting the cost of Federal aid from gen- 
eral revenues and would place the entire responsibility for Federal aid on the 
gasoline consumer. 


WOULD TAKE “AID” OUT OF FEDERAL AID 


If this is the intention, it would effectively end the 38-year-old Federal highway 
aid program, as such. It would take the “aid” out of Federal aid. It would 
substitute a double-tax program under which motorists and other consumers of 
gasoline would be asked first to contribute in Federal gasoline taxes to the 
Federal Government's cost of the program and then to buy back their own tax 
payments with additional taxes at the State level. 

There is the dilemma. Under the bill as written, basic Federal responsibility 
is recognized up to a point, while beyond that point the motorist would be charged 
with responsibility for all authorizations. However, the motorist would not be 
credited with his full tax payments. If linkage between the Federal gasoline 
tax and the Federal-aid program is extended to the point where it covers the 
whole program, any Federal responsibility whatever is denied and thus any “aid” 
as such would be eliminated. 

Why is it necessary or desirable to get into this dilemma in the first place? 
That is the question which we feel deserves careful consideration. 


NO RELATION BETWEEN FEDERAL AID AND FEDERAL EXCISE TAXES 


In the past, there never has been any relationship between any of the Federal 
excises on motor-vehicle ownership and use and the Federal highway aid pro- 
gram. The Federal gasoline tax was imposed at 1 cent per gallon in 1932 as a 
temporary measure to balance the Federal budget. It is on the record that this 
tax has been retained and increased because of various general revenue emer- 
gencies. In no way and at no time has the rate or the continuance of this tax 
ever been associated with Federal highway aid to the States. 

The same holds true for the other excise taxes on motor vehicles, parts, accces- 
sories, tires, and tubes. Although these taxes were imposed earlier than the 
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Federal gasoline tax and allowed to lapse temporarily during the 1920's, ‘they 
also have never been associated with the Federal highway aid program. , 

In fact, the principle of federal hghway aid is embedded in the history of this 
Republic—tracing back to the National Road in 1806. In 1893—years before the 
automotive era—Congress created the Office of Road Inquiry to carry on the re- 
search activities now conducted by the Bureau of Public Roads. And in 1916— 
8 years before the first State gasoline tax was imposed and 16 years before the 
Federal gasoline tax—Congress inaugurated the present Federal highway aid 
program. 

Finally, the Federal gasoline tax was raised to 2 cents per gallon as part of 
the general schedule of tax increases provoked by the Korean crisis in 1951. 
This tax increase was temporary. The expiration date was set for April 1 of 
this year. Now, as that date approaches, 8. 2982 would perpetuate that national 
emergency tax increase. 


FEDERAL GASOLINE TAX UNPOPULAR 


Throughout its 22-year history, the Federal gasoline levy has been an unpopular 
tax because its duplicates and infringes on a basic source of State revenue. State 
officials and taxpayer groups numbering in the hundreds have repeatedly peti- 
tioned Congress to withdraw from this field of taxation. Within the past 
2 years, the Conference of State Governors and more than a score of State legisla- 
tures have called on Congress to repeal the Federal gasoline tax. 

Under section 2 of S. 2982, Congress would be answering the taxpayers’ appeals 
for ending this tax hy freezing it once and for all into the tax structure. It 
would be answering the State governors by linking Federal grants with the very 
tax they want repealed. 

It may be contended by some that by tying up the Federal highway-aid program 
with the Federal gasoline tax, Congress would be ending the complaints of 
taxpayers and governors about road-user tax money being diverted from road 
building at the Federal level. 

If that is the intent of this provision, it fails to stand up under analysis. 


BILL CREATES $700 MILLION DIVERSION 


In the first place, the present bill does the exact opposite. By utilizing only 
$200 million out of the total of $910 million collected, it automatically creates 
au situation where more than $700 million yearly would be diverted—to use, for 
the moment, a phrase which does not and should not apply to any of the general 
revenue Federal excises. 

Secondly, to link any portion of the Federal highway-aid program to the 
Federal gasoline tax and then contend that would eliminate so-called diversion 
of Federal taxes is to ignore the more than $1 billion collected yearly in other 
Federal automotive excises—on new cars and trucks, parts and accessories, tires 
and tubes. 

If the initial step is once taken of linking a portion of the Federal gasoline 
tax with Federal grants for the interstate system, Congress will have to consider 
the balance of the Federal gasoline tax and all the other automotive excises 
either as a $1,800 million yearly surcharge on motorists, or raise Federal aid 
to the level of more than $2 billion annually. 

Actually, of course, there is not and never can be any diversion of these taxes 
as long as they retain their present character as general revenue excises. 


FEDERAL GASOLINE TAX PAID ON NONHIGHWAY USE 


By its very nature, for example, the Federal gasoline tax is not and never 
was a highway tax. True, it is paid in part by motor-vehicle owners who use 
the highways. But it applies also to the many other uses of gasoline which are 
completely unrelated to the fueling of highway vehicles. It applies to the gaso- 
line used, for example, in airplanes, in farm machinery, and other stationary 
engines in industry and in motorboats. 

As this bill is now written, the farmer who burns gasoline in his tractor, while 
plowing a field, would be paying for the Federal-aid grants for national inter- 
state highways. The commercial fisherman who takes his gasoline-powered 
boat out on the Atlantic Ocean, would be paying a tax to build an interstate 
highway in Missouri, or Tennessee, or Wyoming. 

It should be made clear that there is a basic distinction between the State 
constitutional amendments earmarking all highway funds for highway purposes 
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and the proposed clause in this bill linking the interstate portion of the Federal- 
aid program with the Federal gasoline tax. At the State level, these constitu- 
tional amendments, in effect, guarantee the taxpayer that as long as the tax 
is levied, all the revenues will be utilized for highways. Under this Federal 
legislation, however, the taxpayer is given no such guaranty. In fact, the situ- 
ation is reversed. 

This legislation would merely guarantee the taxpayer that he will have to 
continue to pay a 2-cent per gallon Federal gasoline tax, in return for which a 
portion of his payments this year will be returned to him in the form of inter- 
state highway grants. The phrase “this year” is emphasized because the ac- 
tions of this Congress cannot, of course, bind any succeeding Congress. The 
interstate highway grants—or in fact the whole program—can be reduced or 
even wiped out entirely by the 84th or 85th or some subsequent Congress. 

None of the compulsion is on the Government; all of it is on the taxpayer. 
This is a far cry from the State constitutional amendments protecting highway 
funds. 

Sound public policy supports the principle that the Federal Government should 
not evade its traditional responsibility to promote highway development from 
general revenues nor should it attempt to tie up a $910 million tax to finance a 
$200 million section of the Federal-aid program. We respectfully urge that the 
clause in section 2 of 8S. 2982 which would make a 2-cent per gallon Federal 
gasoline tax a condition of Federal aid for interstate highways be eliminated. 


MATCHING RATIO SHOULD BE STUDIED 


S. 2982 provides a substantial increase in the level of Federal grants it pro- 
jects. Though we have not had time to make a thorough study of the question, 
we believe that several States may well have trouble matching the contem- 
plated level of Federal grants from present revenue sources if the 50-50 matching 
ratio is retained. 

No one in Congress, we are sure, would want to be even indirectly responsible 
for forcing a State-tax increase on his own constituents or on any other group 
of citizens. Yet that might be the result in some States if the matching ratio 
is not liberalized. 

Already some State highway officials have indicated that their States are 
having trouble matching their Federal grants under the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1952, or that the necessity for matching these grants is hindering the 
carrying out of entirely State-financed highway programs. If this is the situa- 
tion now—under a Federal-aid act totaling $575 million a year—it is plain that 
these and other States would certainly have trouble matching an $800 million 
a year Federal-aid program on a 50-50 basis. 

We are not in a position to make any specific recommendation as to the 
matching requirement you should adopt. Even if there had been time for us to 
make a study of this subject, we feel the final answer should come from the 
States themselves. We suggest that the State governments be surveyed to 
determine the matching ratio they can meet from present tax sources, and that 
the most generally acceptable formula be incorporated in this bill. 

Considering the role highways now play in national and civilian defense and 
in interstate commerce, there are many groups who feel there is every justifica- 
tion for liberalizing Federal-aid matching. Therefore, it is urged that this 
aspect of the Federal-aid problem be explored further. 

The motorists of this Nation have never shirked their share of tax responsi- 
bilities. We respectfuly urge that their submission to an unfair Federal gasoline 
tax not be made a condition for Federal aid to the national defense highways 
that serve all the people. 

When the full implications of the clause linking the Federal gasoline tax with 
Federal highway aid are considered, we hope it will be stricken out of the bill. 
We further hope that full consideration will be given to the matching ratio for 
Federal grants so that the benefits of highway aid will not be cancelled out by 
higher State taxes on people who are now paying all the taxes they can stand. 
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ALBERTVILLE, ALA. March 2, 1954. 
Senator FrRANcIS CASE, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Subcommittee on Roads. 
Dear SenaToR CASE: Attached is a true and correct copy of a resolution 
adopted by the North Alabama Power Distributors Association, 
We ask that you please enter this resolution into the record of the hearing on 
Federal highway-aid bill. 
Respectfully yours, 
NorTH ALABAMA Power DistTRkIsUTORS ASSOCIATION, 
M. R. Norsworrny, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY NortH ALABAMA Power DISTRIBUTORS ASSOCIATION AT 
THEIR ANNUAL MEETING HELD IN BIRMINGHAM, ALA., FEBRUARY 12, 1954 


Whereas the Federal-aid highway program has caused, and will continue to 
cause, municipally and cooperatively owned electric utilities in north Alabama 
to expend substantial sums of money to move and relocate utility facilities to 
accommodate Federal-aid projects ; and 

Whereas the municipally and cooperatively owned electric utilities compris- 
ing the membership of North Alabama Power Distributors Association are all 
contracting agencies purchasing power from Tennessee Valley Authority under 
terms of a contract which requires that the electric utilities be operated without 
profit and for the sole benefit of the users of electricity served from said sys- 
tems ; and 

Whereas the expense of relocating utility facilities to accommodate Federal- 
aid projects is therefore directly imposed on the users of electricity served by 
the municipally and cooperatively owned utilities comprising the North Alabama 
Power Distributors Association : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the North Alabama Power Distributors Association urge the 
Congress of the United States to enact legislation providing that publicly owned 
utilities be relieved of the cost of relocating utility facilities when caused by 
Federal-aid projects and that Hon. John J. Sparkman and Hon. Lister Hill, 
Senators from the State of Alabama, and Hon. Robert B. Jonés, Jr., Repre- 
sentative from the Eighth Alabama Congressional District, and Hon. Albert 
Rains, Representative from the Fifth Alabama Congressional District, be urged 
to use their best efforts to insure the enactment of such legislation by the 
Congress of the United States. 

Adopted this the 12th day of February 1954. 

NortH ALABAMA POWER DISTRIBUTORS ASSOCIATION, 
By Ky te H. Smirnu, President. 
M. R. Norsworrny, Secretary. 

The above is a true and correct copy of the resolution passed on February 
12, 1954. 

M. R. Norsworrny, 
Secretary, North Alabama Power Distributors Association, 





ASSOCIATED PETROLEUM INDUSTRIES OF PENNSYLVANIA, 
Harrisburg, Pa., March 2, 1954. 
Hon. Epwarp MARTIN, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR MARTIN: The Associated Petroleum Industries of Pennsylvania, 
a statewide organization representing all segments of the petroleum industry, 
at its annual meeting held in Philadelphia, Va., on January 29, 1954, discussed 
with concern the ever-increasing rate of tax on gasoline, one of the industry’s 
major products. In view of the pending legislation before Congress on Federal 
highway aid and if the Federal gasoline tax is allowed to be continued it will 
force gasoline tax rates to be increased in many States. 
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With the above thought in mind a resolution was unanimously adopted urging 
the Members of the Congress of the United States to return the gasoline tax to 
the States as their rightful tax in order to construct and maintain their own 
highway system. 

We urge you to consider very seriously the attached official copy of this reso- 
lution. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. F. RicHarpson, 
Executive Secretary. 


ASSOCIATED PETROLEUM INDUSTRIES OF PENNSYLVANIA 
Harrisburg 


Whereas the Federal tax on gasoline is an invasion of the rightful field of taxa- 
tion of the States and endangers their most important source of highway revenue; 
and 

Whereas there is not now and never has been any relationship between Federal 
taxation of gasoline and Federal appropriations for highway building, the latter 
being an annual obligation assumed by the Federal Government in providing 
for the national defense and the carrying of the mails 16 years before the first 
Federal tax was levied on gasoline; and 

Whereas Federal appropriations for highways consistently have been less 
than the total revenue obtained from the taxation of gasoline and since the Fed- 
eral revenue from gasoline taxes collected in Pennsylvania has been substantially 
greater than the Federal payments to this Commonwealth for highway purposes ; 
and 

Whereas the consumption of gasoline is vital to the economy, work, and neces- 
sary activities of the Nation, with only a small percentage being used for pleasure 
purposes, gasoline should not be singled out for special taxation as a luxury; 
and 

Whereas the Federal Government first imposed a tax on gasoline in 1932 dur- 
ing a serious economic depression as a “temporary” and “emergency” tax to 
assist in balanéing the budget ; and 

Whereas subsequent renewals of and increases in the Federal gasoline tax 
were justified as “emergency” measures necessary to meet emergency situations, 
such as the costs of armed conflicts, and were never intended to become a part 
of the permanent Federal tax structure ; and 

Whereas Congress in November 1951 increased the Federal gasoline tax from 
1% to 2 cents a gallon specifically to raise revenue to help in meeting the costs 
of the Korean conflict (which has ended) and specifically provided for the ter- 
mination of this one-half cent increase on April 1, 1954: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the executive committee and general committee of the Asso- 
ciated Petroleum Industries of Pennsylvania, representing all segments of the 
oil industry of this Commonwealth, in joint meeting assembled in Philadelphia 
on January 29, 1954, do hereby respectfully urge the Members of Congress to 
repeal the Federal gasoline tax in its entirety at the earliest possible date, leav- 
ing this field of taxation to the States as a source of revenue for the building 
of needed highways; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Members of Congress be respectfully urged to reject pro- 
posals for the further reenactment and continuation of the one-half cent Federal 
gasoline tax now scheduled to terminate on April 1, 1954, as evidence of good 
faith with the heavily tax-burdened consumers of gasoline: and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to President Eisenhower ; 
the Chairman of the Finance Committee of the United States Senate; the Chair- 
man of the Ways and Means Committee of the House of Representatives of the 
United States; to each Senator and Representative from the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania now serving in the Congress of the United States; and to the 
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to Hon. John §, Fine, 
Governor of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania; Hon. Lloyd H. Wood, Lieu- 
tenant Governor of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania: and to Hon. EF. L. 
Schmidt, secretary of highways of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 

Unanimously adopted January 29, 1954. 

J.B. Fisuer, Chairman. 

Attested by: 


W. F. Ricnarpson, Executive Secretary. 
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
: Phoenia, Ariz., March 3, 1954. 
The Honorable RicHArp M. NIXON, 
President of the Senate, 
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D. © 
Dear Mr. VICE PRESIDENT: Enclosed herewith you will find a certitied copy of 
Arizona’s Senate Concurrent Memorial No. 1, directed te the Congress of the 
United States, relating to retaining the present formula in allocating Federal- 
aid funds to the national system of interstate highways. 
Kindest personal regards. 
Sincerely, 
Howarpb PyYLe, Governor. 


[State of Arizona, senate, 21st legislature, 2d regular session] 
SENATE CONCURRENT MEMORIAL No. 1 


A concurrent memorial requesting Congress to retain the present formula in 
allocating Federal-aid funds to the national system of interstate highways 


To the Senate and House of Representatives of the Congress of the United States: 


Your memorialist, the senate of the State of Arizona, the house of representa- 
tives concurring, respectfully represents: 

Section 21 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952, in setting forth a formula 
for the apportionment of funds for the national system of interstate highways, 
uses a value basis of one-third for State area, one-third for State population, and 
one-third for total State road mileage. Under this method of distribution Arizona 
receives annually 1.54 percent, or a net of $374,948 out of the total $25 million 
appropriation. 

Under the proposed act of 1954, which sets forth a total of $250 million for 
interstate highways, the old basis noted above would be abandoned in favor of 
the population factor alone. This would relegate Arizona to a position in which 
it would receive the minimum apportionment, 0.75 percent of the total, or a net 
amount of $1,838,000, whereas if the current formula is retained Arizona would 
receive 1.54 percent, or a net amount of $3,749,430. 

The interstate system embraces a total of 37,158.9 miles. Of this figure, 1,136.9 
miles, or 3.1 percent of the total, lie within the boundaries of this State. This 
places Arizona eighth from the top in the number of interstate miles. For an 
important “bridge” State, and one whose interstate roads are vital to the national 
defense, the inequity of the proposed formula will be readily discernible to those 
in positions of authority and experience, and whose understanding embraces logic 
as well as fairness in matters of highway finance. 

In order to cite a comparison which will highlight and emphasize the glaring 
inequity of the 1954 proposal, attention is directed to the State of Kansas, which 
has 701.5 miles of interstate mileage, and improvement to the interstate system is 
fixed at .80 percent of the total allocation. Under the proposed formula, Kansas 
will receive a net amount of $2,919,000. On the other hand, and in sharp con- 
trast, is Arizona’s position under the proposed population formula. As pre- 
viously pointed out, this State has 1136.9 miles of interstate highways. Arizona’s 
estimated cost of improvement to this system is .82 percent of the total allocation, 
but it is scheduled to receive but .75 percent, or a net amount of $1,838,000. Here, 
then is a case where one State, Arizona, has 435.4 more miles to improve, a higher 
improvement estimate, but more than $1 million less than the State of Kansas 
with which to achieve the improvement. 

The wisdom and fairness of the current sliding scale formula applicable to 
States having Federal land holdings in excess of 5 percent, is fully recognized. 
The extension of this formula to embrace the interstate system in allocating 
funds under the $250 million appropriation would therefore appear to be justified 
on the basis of a proven formula which has been an outstanding success for 
more than 35 years. 

Wherefore, your memorialist, the senate of the State of Arizona, the house 
of representatives concurring, earnestly prays: 

1. That the Congress of the United States retain the formula set forth under 
section 21 of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1952, and that said present formula 
be applied to all similar legislation which may be enacted and all appropriations 
which may be authorized for Federal aid to highways, and specifically that it be 
applied to future interstate allocations. 
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Passed the senate February 10, 1954, by the following vote: 18 ayes, 0 nays, 1 
not voting. 5 

Passed the house February 26, 1954, by the following vote: 70 ayes, 0 nays, 10 
not voting. 

Filed in the office of the secretary of state March 1, 1954. 


AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE ASSOCIATION, 
Washington 6, D. C., March 4, 1954. 
The Honorable Epwarp MARTIN, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR MARTIN: We are advised that the Senate Public Works Com- 
mittee, of which you are a distinguished member, will meet soon to consider the 
several bills now before you dealing with continued Federal aid for highways. 

One of these bills, 8S. 2982, contains a provision in section 10 that the Depart- 
ment of Commerce, in cooperation with State highway departments, conduct a 
thorough study of the problems created by relocation and reconstruction of 
public-utility service lines resulting from highway improvements on which Fed- 
eral funds are used. 

We understand utility interests are demanding that reimbursement be made 
them for such costs out of Federal highway funds without making the study 
proposed in pending legislation. 

We firmly believe this problem is so complicated that a thorough study is badly 
needed. After all, the study will be completed by April 1, 1955, and it seems 
that the utility interests could well await the results so as to insure equity in 
handling this matter. 

You may be quite sure that the motorists of the Nation, now paying heavily 
in special taxes for badly needed roads, will wish to know that there are sound 
and practical reasons why highway-construction funds are diverted to other 
purposes. 

We strongly urge your support of section 10 of S. 2982. 

Very sincerely yours, 
RussELu E. SInGer, 
Executive Vice President. 
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THURSDAY, MARCH 11, 1954 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON Pustic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic Roaps, 


Washington, D. C. 


The subcommittee met at 9:35 a. m., pursuant to notice, in room 
412, Senate Office Building, Senator Francis Case (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Case (chairman of the subcommittee), Kuchel, 
Upton, Holland, Stennis, and Gore. 

Also present: Senator Thomas A. Burke. 

Charles N. Kapnic, chief clerk; Eloise Porter, assistant clerk; Ells- 
worth W. Bassett and Theo W. Sneed, technical staff members. 

Senator Case. The committee will come to order. 

At the conclusion of our last session, when we were holding hearings 
in the bills S. 2859 and S. 2982, the Chair stated that he was advised 
that Senator Ferguson of Michigan was introducing a bill on the 
same subject providing for appropriations and authorizations for 
the biannual highway act and that that bill would be incorporated in 
the record at that time, so that the bill alre: ady is in the record and we 
now have the pleasure of having Senator Ferguson before us to make 
his statement in regard to S. 3069. 

Senator Ferguson. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HOMER FERGUSON, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Senator Frerauson. Senator Case, Senator Burke, members of the 
committee, I come before you this morning to ask your consideration 
of this Senate bill 3069, and I want to review some facts that I think 
in my mind makes it imperative that we have to spend more money 
and do more in relation to highways in America. Any one of the 60 
million American holders of licenses who drive automobiles today 
would be glad to come before your committee, [ am sure, and state 
that the No. 1 domestic problem facing the Nation is the inadequacy 
of our streets and our roads. 

It would be difficult for anyone to dispute this fact. 

Actually, this Nation is in a traffic jam, one that is cousing an appell- 
ing loss of life and personal injuries, property damage, time, and 
money, all because of the lack of adequate highway sy stem and insuffi- 
cient roads to carry the existing traffic load. 

Danger and death lurk on “the highway, in the streets and roads 
in almost eve ry section of the country. 

347 
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Last year, 1953, some 38,000 people lost their lives in traffic acci- 
dents; another 1,350,000 citizens suffered personal injuries. 

The National Safety Council estimated that one of every 12 high- 
way fatalities is due directly to road defects. This means that the 
lives of 3,250 people were sacrificed in 1953, many of them because of 
the neglect of the highway. Too, there is little doubt that thousands 
of automobile drivers and passengers were injured in accidents be- 
cause of the inadequacy of our roads and streets. 

No one can estimate with any degree of accuracy the number of 
man-hours lost every day because of the time wasted in going to and 
from work and because of the traffic jams in our cities; yet, everyone 
who drives automobiles or rides in one has the experience of frustra- 
tion of the traffic jam in going to work or driving for pleasure. 

How much the present-day traffic congestion costs the American 
public annually in property damage, broken fenders or smashed head- 
lights, bumpers, and so forth, in our streets and on our highways be- 
cause of inadequate access to cities, inadequate bridges, too, is difficult 
to estimate, though it could be guessed as reaching into millions of 
dollars. 

The reasons for the traflic jam are quite apparent. In 1946 the 
roads throughout the United States carried 34,400,000 motor vehicles. 
Today they carry 55,000,000 cars. It is believed that by the end of 
1955 there will be some 60 million vehicles on the highways through- 
out the country. 

I might say that I hope they make and sell 5 million cars this coming 
year because, not only would it help my particular State, but I think 
every hamlet, every city in the whole Nation would benefit by it. 

Of course, when we don’t make a car, down in Akron, Ohio, they 
don’t make 4 or 5 tires for that car, and that goes on through on 
every part that is used in a car. 

All of us are aware of the circumstances which heighten the serious- 
ness of the conditions of our road problem. 

No one anticipated the tremendous increase in motor vehicle regis- 
tration after World War IT. 

During the war years no new roads were built because of a lack of 
material and manpower. The result was the roads were neglected 
and many of them literally fell apart. 

Since the end of the war we have been attempting to catch up on that 
demand, but with the roadbuilding cost and maintenance cost. almost 
double since 1941, funds have not been adequate enough to make more 
than a slight indentation on the proper need. 

Another factor which increases the road problem is the shift of 
population from metorpolitan areas to the suburbs. Today 85 percent 
of the workers live 10 miles or more from the job, depending on 
passenger cars to get there. 

In cities, 72 percent of the people travel by passenger cars, while the 
remaining 28 percent travel by mass transport. 

Farmers throughout the Nation depend upon the motor vehicle to 
transport their product and their milk and their corps to market. 

_, Lhis dependency on the motor vehicle is reflected in the fact that 
75 percent of the farmers have passenger cars or trucks. 

Highway transportation means different things to different people, 

but it means something to everybody. 
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One person out of every seven employed in the United States is 
employed in highway transport industry. 

The following is a breakdown of those employed in various cate- 
gories in the 48 States of the Union. 

The motor vehicles, parts, and tire manufactorers, 900,998; crude 
oil and refinery petroleum, 291,957 ; sales and services, 1,918,714; Fed- 
eral, State, and county or local roads, 280,679; truck drivers and 
other employees, 5,384,274; bus operators, employers, and common 
carriers, 183,634. 

Estimated employment engaged in manufacturing batteries, auto- 
mobile stampings, and electric equipment, raw materials, and in taxi- 
cab financing services, about 600,000. 

That makes 9,560,256. 

That is why I stated before, when a car is manufactured or not 
manufactured many people are involved in it all over the United 
States. 

From these figures, there is no question that our transportation 
industry is one of the largest and, as President Eisenhower said in 
his letter of transmittal of the economic report, “to stimulate the 
expansive power of individual enterprise we should take action by 
strengthening the highway system.” 

From the economic message itself, chapter 10, entitled “Planning 
in Public Works,” page 103, the President wrote: 

Indeed, failure to augment our public assets may check the growth of private 
wealth, as the failure of the present streets, highways, and parking system to 
meet the needs of 55 million motor vehicles is now threatened to do, 

Further, on page 104, the report reads: 


The largest current requirement is predominantly for State and local facili- 
ties and streets and roads. It has been estimated that an annual expenditure 
of $3. billion would be required for 10 years to eliminate the existing backlog 
for Federal-aid systems and another one to two billion dollars for other roads 
and streets. In the meantime many roads now adequate would need to be 
improved as traffic increases or rebuilt because of normal war, adding another 
million and a half dollars to construction annually, while maintenance cost 
would average another billion seven hundred million. 

Thus, the total annual expenditures required to provide an ade- 
quate road system within a decade is apparently $8 billion, which 
compares with a current outlay of about $5 billion. 

This bill, 3069, will provide adequate funds for the Federal Gov- 
ernment for the development of the Nation’s highways. 

There is no substantial disagreement about the need for much 
swifter and broader action in the development and maintenance of 
our national highway system. The need is great and bold action is 
required. 

This bill provides for a total of $2,208,000,000 for each of the 2 
fiscal years of 1956 and 1957 for the Federal share of our highway 
program. 

On the principle of Federal-aid systems, where the funds are 
matched by the State and local agencies, this bill proposes $2,175,- 
000,000 against authorization in the 1952 act of $575 million for each 
year. 

A large increase is proposed in funds available for the national 
system of interstate highways, from $25 million to $900 million, 
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because it is in my belief that the national interstate highway system 
should be modernized throughout its length and aid should come 
from the Federal Government. 

Now, the national interstate highway system, as devised by the 
Bureau of Public Roads with the ‘cooperation of the 48 State high- 
way departments includes 31,781 miles of rural roads and 5,969 miles 
of urban roads. 

The system includes roads in all 48 States, connects 155 of the 199 
cities having a population of 50,000 or more, and passes through 
2,583 smaller cities. 

Though it contains only 1 percent of the total streets and road 
mileage in the United States, it carries 20 percent of the Nation’s 
traffic. 

The system throughout its length has been officially termed seri- 
ously deficient and as the most serious obsolescent section of our 
national network. 

This bill would authorize the following expenditures for each fiscal 
year: 

$425 million for projects on the Federal-aid primary highway 
system ; 

$350 million for projects on the Federal-aid secondary highway 
system ; 

$350 million for projects on the Federal-aid primary highway sys- 
tem in urban areas and for projects on approved extensions of the 
Federal-aid secondary system within urban area. 

It would also provide for the additional sum of $100 million to 
remain available until expended for defense highways, including cir- 
cumference highways around cities, and so forth, of $75 million for 
Federal roads for the fiscal years 1956 and 1957. 

There are a few other additional features in the bill which I would 
like to speak of now. 

First, the funds authorized in the bill would be appropriated among 
the States on the basis of a modified formula. 

One-half of the funds would be apportioned on the basis of existing 
law and one-half on the basis of the proportionate number of motor 
vehicles registered in the State. 

[ believe this is the sounder ee h because our highway problem 
exists where the cars and trucks are and this bill would attack the 
problem directly. 

Second, as provided by the distinguished chairman’s, and Senator 
Case’s bill, the entire amount for the farm-to-market road of the 
Federal secondary system would be made available for disbursement 
to the States on a certificate that the plans meet the requirements of 
the individual States. 

This would give the States the opportunity to use their own initia- 
tive and resourcefulness to get maximum mileage in the secondary 
system. 

It would also answer the criticism of some that greater mileage 
would be possible except for the standards required “by the Bureau 
of Public Roads here in Washington. 


Third, the distinguished chairman, Senator Case, also has this pro- 
vision: That is, authority would be provided for the President to 
advance allocations made under the bill for 1 year if he finds that 
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such a speedup would be desirable as a means of increasing employ- 
ment. 

Fourth, in order to insure that adequate consideration is given 
to civil-defense aspects of the highway program, the bill directs that 
the Federal highway officials consult periodically with the Civil De- 
fense authority. 

Fifth, the bill also provides a new and broader section, authorizing 
research activities on the part of the Bureau of Public Roads. 

I have felt for some time that research in highway planning and 
construction has not kept pace with the development of modern motor 
vehicles, and I believe this authority will be beneficial to research. 

Sixth, because existing Federal legislation in the field of highways 
is continued in numerous acts, running back for many years, this bill 
directs the Federal highway officials to transmit to Congress a draft 
of consolidated, codified highway legislation, which I hope will elimi- 
nate some of the difficulties and confusion which now exist. 

The distinguished chairman, Senator Case, and Senator Martin of 
this committee, and others, have, by the introduction of bills, displayed 
to the Nation the need for adequate funds for the Nation’s highways. 
Their actions are more than commendable. 

I feel we must provide nothing less than an adequate measure to 
get this Nation out of its traffic jam. 

This bill, of course, 3069, goes further than the other bills. 

We cannot del: ay our highway improvement program, in my opinion. 
If we provide too little for our transportation system, we are per- 
mitting the annual death rate on our highways to mount. 

We cannot stand by and permit the continuation of the great eco- 
nomic losses attributed directly to traflic congestions. ‘Transportation 
which is adequate is of an absolute necessity to the healthy economy 
of our great Nation. 

It is our responsibility to provide the Nation with an improved 
highway system, and the time is now, in my opinion. 

Now, I realize, members of the committee, that we have a question 
of deficit financing here in America; but I have come to the conclusion 
that, notwithst: unding that, we have a greater problem for the future 
of America and for the defense of America, in my opinion, and that 
is adequate highways. 

As I started out, I did say that this highway problem is of great 
interest to my particular State, but I feel that it is of great interest 
to every other State in the Union. Just because most of the cars 
are manufactured in Michigan does not mean that it does not go to 
every corner of this great land, and their use and for the develop- 
ment of America is all over America rather than in one section. 

Senator Casr. Senator Ferguson, you have made a very impressive 
statement and we appreciate your hav ing come before the committee 
with it. 

Would it be correct to say that you look upon appropriations and 
expenditures for highway development as income-producing expendi- 
tures to a certain extent ‘ 

Senator Feracuson. Yes: to a great extent. 

I visualize it in this way: That the use of the highway, the develop- 
ment of the highway, and as I drive along the highw: ays—and last 
year, as I went over Michigan, I dropped in to friends of mine in 
garages, and I found that in small towns 40 people would be working 
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in a garage. It was almost like a small industrial plant, and that 
is all over this great Nation of ours; and as people would use these 
highways—and they wani to use them; whether it is fascination or 
necessity, people like to drive automobiles—I think we ought to pro- 
vide these highw: ays for them. 

It is an income-producing expenditure, directly income-producing 
expenditure, not only to the farmer and not only to the manufacturer, 
but to the individual that is employed from the length and breadth 
of the land, and it isn’t a static matter that you put the money in 
and it stays there, except for, let’s say, one thing, the caretaking of it. 
Yes; there is caretaking on the highways, repairing and so “forth; 
but their use daily is of value to the Nation, not only in the economic 
system, but in the health and everything else that aftects the people 
all over the Nation. 

I am glad to see some people from the South here today, since it is 
snowing outside, because they have recreation down there that many, 
many thousands of people go to yearly in automobiles, and they are 
deserving of great highways. 

Senator Casr. My question was prompted by your reference to con- 
sideration of the budgetary situation, and you said we do have a 
deficit-financing problem, but it occurred to me in connection with 
the way you said that that some expenditures are more or less self- 
consuming—— 

Senator Frercuson. That is right. 

Senator Casr. Some expenditures are rehabilitating, but expendi- 
tures for highways are productive of income. 

Senator Frerauson. Yes. 

Senator Case. They help to make income individually and also they 
do yield tax revenues for the Nation. 

Senator Frrcuson. They produce the tax revenues, and that is shown 
by the fact that, I think, last year it was $2,225 million some 
thing like that, from sources that came directly or indirectly from 
the highway. 

I had asked Mr. Glenn Richards of the department of highways in 
the city of Detroit to say a few words, and I know you gentlemen 
are pressed gre: atly for time, and I wonder whether or not 

Senator Case. We will be glad to hear him. The other hearing 
was to take up whenever we leave off. 

Senator Frercuson. Yes. 

Senator Case. I would like to ask 1 or 2 more questions and perhaps 
the other members will, too. 

There stand out two essential proposals in your bill as against the 
other bills we have considered. One is the very large increase in allo- 
cations and in the total, and the other is the proposal to change the 
method of distribution. 

First, I should like to ask you a question or two with regard to the 
distribution. 

Do you have any figures or do you have any general impression as 
to extent the primary system and the interstate system overlap ! 

Senator Frrauson. I don’t think I have that at the present time, 
but—— 

Senator Casr. We can get it from the Bureau of Public Roads. 

Senator Fercuson. I was going to say I will get it. 
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Senator Case. Both Mr. Curtis and Commissioner Du Pont are 
present. 

I think, Mr. Commissioner, it would be helpful to the committee if 
you can give us that information. Maybe you can. 

Commissioner Du Ponv. One overlaps the other one. 

Senator Case. One does overlap the other. 

Commissioner Du Pont. The primary system, of course, is as the 
name implies and the interstate system 1s superimposed and is a part 
of the primary system. 

Senator Hottanp. The urban system also makes up part of the inter- 
state system, I believe. 

Senator Case. And also a part of the primary in a great many 
instances. 

The reason for my asking that question, bringing that point out, is 
this: That historically our appropriations or our authorizations for 
the Federal-aid systems were built up on the division of 45 percent 
to the primary, 30 percent to the secondary and 25 percent to the 
urban. 

Now, that division is preserved in all of the bills when you look at the 
first section of the bill that relates to those systems, and actually since 
the interstate system does overlap and is also part of the primary sys- 
tem, as far as routes are concerned, a proposal which jumps the inter- 
state system from its current $25 million up to 

Senator Frercuson. Four hundred and twenty-five. 

Senator Casg. What? 

Senator Hotnanp. Up to 900. 

Senator Ferauson, You are talking about the interstate ? 

Senator Casr. Yes—jump from the current $25 million up to $900 
million. 

The actual effect of that is to place a much larger percentage on the 
primary system. 

I have just made some very quick, rough mathematical computations. 
You take the total of the $1,125 million, which you would allocate to 
the primary, secondary, and urban, and the $900 million to interstate, 
and use that as a gross total of $2,025 million then counting the inter- 
state and primary as the same, you get 21 percent on the primary, 
44 percent on the interstate, which would make a total of about 65 
percent of the total that would be going to the primary system, and 
17 percent each to the secondary and urban systems. 

We have that same problem, but not in quite as striking a degree 
in all of the proposals for a great increase in the interstate system. 

Senator Frrcuson. Of course, the interstate system, as I view it, is 
different now than it was a few years ago. I think people are travel- 
ing farther by automobile. It is becoming a means of real trans- 
portation in America, and these interstate systems are connecting 
systems and avoid the bottlenecks as you travel from one State to 
another. 

I have always felt that what has made America really great was 
the fact we have practically eliminated the State lines, and this system 
of interstate highways is of great value, even though it does, as in- 
dicated here by the Department, cover the primary, the secondary, 
and even urban. 
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Senator Case. Does your bill tie the interstate system to the ex- 
tension of the gasoline tax as mae the bill passed by the House? 

Senator Frreuson. Well, it ties it in. That is what I think, of 
course, it should be. I have an one of those in favor of keeping the 
half-cent tax because I think all of it should be spent on the highways. 

Senator Casp. Pardon me. Perhaps you didn’t understand my 
question—tied in as far as revenue is concerned, but you don’t con- 
dition it in words / 

Senator Fercuson. That is right. It does not say it must be spent. 

Senator Case. The House bill does. In fact, it conditions the $200 
million for the interstate system upon the extension and existence—— 

Senator Frreuson. Of that half-cent tax ? 

Senator Case. Of the extra half-cent eas tax. 

It seemed to me that raises this que tion: Most of the States permit 
the refunds of gas taxes to farmers where the gasoline is used in 
plowing fiel« \ a in agricultural and nonhighway purposes. 

If the increase in the funds for the interstate system is tied to the 
extension of the Federal gas tax and that is not refundable, then we 
would be saying to the farmers, in effect, “You continue to pay the 
extra Federal gas tax, but we are going to allocate it to the interstate 
system,” and in many States where the interstate system is a small 
portion of the highway, and the one which has the greatest non- 
acceptance, as far as the farmers are concerned, it would make a very 
bitter pill for them in the extension of the gas tax. 

Senator Frrcuson. When you tie it directly to it, the farm user, 
using the tractor, and so forth, on the farm, would be compelled to 
pay for the use of a highway he wasn’t using at that time. 

I think, personally, that the amount should be similar, but as to 
whether or not it can be tied there—I think the Appropriations Com- 
mittee from time to time can tie it by appropriating the money, and 
then we could tell how much of it is used for other than highway 
purposes. 

Senator Casr. Have you any table or any information upon the 
effect of your proposal to dis tribute one-half of the money on the 
basis of motor vehicle registrations ? 

Senator Frrevson. I don’t think that is in the chart. 

Senator Case. I think I will ask the Commissioner of the Bureau 
of Public Roads: At your convenience would you see if you have any 
data which would give us any idea of the effect of distributing one- 
half of the allocations on the basis of motor vehicle 1 registrations? 

Commissioner Du Pont. We are having a table made up now, sir. 
I have a copy here. It is based on population. We used that figure, 
which is approximately the same as the registration figures, because 
the registration figures are very similar; but we are having a table 
made up on the registration. 
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(The information referred to is as follows:) 


ipproxvimate apportionment of $100 million according to population and 
motor-vehicle registrations 








Basis of apportionment Basis of apportionment 
- - 
State Motor- State Motor- 
Popula- vehicles Popula- vehicles 
tion, 1950 registra- ticn, 1950 registra- 
tions, 1952 tions, 1952 
Alabama 2, 032, 000 1, 459, 000 New Hampshire_-_. 354, 000 | 341, 000 
Arizona 497, 000 620, 000 New Jersey 3, 209, 000 3, 278, 000 
Arkansa 1, 267, 000 949, 000 New Mexico 452, 000 510, 000 
California 7, 025, 000 9, 677, 000 New York 9, 841, 000 7, 473, 000 
Colorado 879, 000 1, 167, 000 North Carolina 2, 695, 000 2, 198, 000 
Connecticut 1, 332, 000 1, 482, 000 North Dakota 411,000 535, 000 
Delaware 211, 000 229, 000 Ohio 5, 273, 000 5, 673, 000 
Florida 1, 839, 000 2, 213, 000 Oklahoma 1, 482, 000 1, 674, 000 
Georgia 2, 286, 000 1, 918, 000 Oregon 1, 010, 000 1, 337, 000 
Idaho 391, 000 545, 000 Pennsylvania 6, 966, 000 6, 133, 000 
Illinois 5, 781, 000 5. 347, 000 Rhode Island 526, 000 509, 000 
Indiana 2 611, 000 2. 872, 000 South Carolina 1, 405, 000 1, 288, 000 
low 1, 739, 000 2, 047, 000 South Dakota 433, 000 563, 
Kansas 1, 264, 000 1, 730, 000 Tennessee 2, 184, 000 1, 753, 000 
Kentucky 1, 954, 000 1, 607, 000 Texas 5, 117, 000 5, 924, 000 
Louisiana 1, 781, 000 1, 419, 000 Utah 457, 000 513, 000 
Maine 606, 000 540, 000 Vermont 251, 000 236, 000 
Maryland 1, 555, 000 1, 464, 000 \ lia 2, 202, 000 1, 941, 000 
Massachusetts 3, 113, 000 2, 583, 000 Washington . 1, 579, 000 1, 856, 000 
Michigan 4, 228, 000 4,819, 000 West Virginia 1, 331, 000 934, 000 
Minnesota 1, 979, 000 2, 285, 000 Wisconsin 2, 279, 000 2, 345, 000 
Mississippi 1, 446, 000 984, 000 W yoming 193, 000 293, 000 
Missouri 2, 624, 000 2, 502, 000 District of Columbia. . -_- 532, 000 364, 000 
Montana 392, 000 531, 000 - " 
Nebraska 880, 000 1, 163, 000 Total , 100, 000, 000 | 100, 000, 000 
Nevada 106, 000 177, 000 


Senator Case. That has suggested to me also the possibility, if you 
are going to consider any different basis for distribution, of relating 
it to gas-tax receipts, not that it would be conditioned but simply as a 
yardstick for measuring distribution. 

The gas-tax receipts might give a better reflection of actual motor 
vehicle miles than motor vehicle registrations. 

Senator Frrcuson. It involves that one point, though—the amount. 
Of course, gas taxes are not paid on the majority of farms. The 
average State—I would say practically all States—in fact, I know of 
no State that charges a gas tax for a tractor used solely on the farm. 

Is that correct ? 

Senator Case. I think most of them refund, though they collect. 
That is, in my State at least they collect it. 

Senator Frerauson. You would take it on the net ? 

Senator Case. But if you took it on the Federal gas tax there would 
be no way to measure it, and, of course, that is not refundable. 

Senator Fercuson. Of course, I think that is the fair way. Then 
you would know it is the actual use of the automobile. 

Senator Casr. It would indicate more the use than the 

Senator Frrevson. Than the actual ownership. 

Senator Srennis. Mr. Chairman, you didn’t propose that be the 
sole formula ? 
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Senator Ferauson. No. 

Senator Case. No; but the Senator’s bill does. 

Senator Hotianp. Only as to the interstate highways? 

Senator Case. No; on both. 

Senator Ferevson. On both. 

Senator Case. On page 2 of the bill, lines 16 to 24, inclusive, I think 
the Senator’s bill also proposes it for that. 

Senator Fercuson. Yes. 

Senator Case. It is an entirely new suggestion as far as the chairman 
is concerned. 

Senator Fercuson. Yes. 

Senator Hotianp. The chairman is correct. 

Senator Case. And I don’t know whether the committee will want 
to go into anything as revolutionary as that at this time. 

It is an interesting suggestion, and it would be helpful to the com- 
mittee to have that principle applied to some past history and just 
see what it would be. 

Senator Ferauson. Yes; see how it would work out. 

Senator Case. Are there any other questions ? 

Senator Hotianp. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask the distinguished 
Senator—he made a very fine statement—if he doesn’t think it would 
be unwise to attempt to change the basis of distribution of the addi- 
tional appropriations to the traditional three elements in the Federal- 
aid system, that is, the primary, secondary, and urban system. 

That has been found to be very fair, very accepti able, and the only 
reason for the recommendation of the American State highway officials 
and of the AAA and of the McGregor bill and of almost every other 
proposal that we have had before us to change the basis of allocation 
to the interstate system is that fact that the construction of the inter- 
state system is so vast and more expensive in the areas where popula- 
tion is greatly congested, and it seems to me that his suggestion has 
great merit as applied to the distribution of special appropriations 
for the interstate system ; but it not only lacks that merit when applied 
to the three traditional systems, but it would be highly difficult for 
gaining acceptance from any of the elements in the population who 
are vastly concerned with the traditional basis of distribution. 

Has the Senator given thought to that difference between the three 
ordinary parts of the program and the interstate system ? 

Senator Frrauson. I have, and I just felt we should have some 
change, and I wanted the bill to provide for this and have you consider 
it because I know you are familiar with all these facts. 

Senator Hotnanp. I think we are familiar with the facts; and, of 
course, the reason for the traditional basis is the fact that the traveling 
public does travel, both in passenger vehicles and in freight vehicles, 
and that those areas which are thinly populated but have long mile- 
age are just as important to the travel picture as are others, and they 
have been always recognized as requiring the traditional formula in 
order to give them fair representation in the matter. 

Senator Frereuson. I think they would still get that with the 
formula here. One-half is retained under the old formula and the 
other half under a new formula, and I think that, while I can see 
the sparsely populated States attitude on this, we have got to go to the 

question of registration or a gas tax amount in certain areas to 
ies ‘mine the actual need of highways. 
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Senator Hotianp. Or population? 

Senator Fereuson. Or population. 

Senator Hotianp. I agree with the Senator on the interstate ap- 
propriation, because I think without a doubt the construction per mile 
is so much more in those areas than it is in the rural areas as to justify 
a difference, and that difference is valuable to the whole Nation. In 
other words, people from a sparsely settled area have to transport 
their goods to the places where there are markets and they travel, 
of course, over the expensive mileage just as they do over the inex- 
pensive mileage which is close to home; : oo I can’t follow the Senator’s 
suggestion that he change the traditional basis as to the primary, 
secondary, and urban sy ystem, and I may say as to my State, as a 
result of figures the other day, it makes very little difference one way 
or the other. They are about the same; but I think from the stand- 
point of the Nation—take a State like North Dakota or Montana— 
I believe Montana is the third largest State in the Union, with a 
very sparse population but with very long mileage—it seems to me 
the need in such a State for a better place in the picture than your 
formula would give it is quite apparent. 

Senator Frreuson. I don’t intend to or want to discriminate against 
States, but I do feel that this question of registration or population 
or use of cars by means of gas tax, and so forth, should play a more 
important factor in the determination. 

Senator Hottanp. I may say to the distinguished Senator I am 
just as interested as he is in getting additional recognition of the 
interstate system; but from the pr actical standpoint I think we will 
stand a much better chance to get it if it did stand on its own bottom 
with a different basis of distribution suggested for it, in accordance 
with the undoubted equities, without an attempt to change the basis 
for the primary, secondary, and urban distribution. 

Senator Case. Are there further questions? 

Senator Upton ¢ 

Senator Uprron. No questions. 

Senator Casr. Senator Stennis. 

Senator Srennis. I have one question: Senator, on the interstate 
system, you were talking more about the rebuilding or widening of 
highways than you are extra mile: ige, of course ¢ 

Senator Fercuson. Yes. 

Senator Stennis. You don’t add any extra mileage to the interstate 
system ? 

Senator Frercuson. Well, there may be places where that would 
add, but I would hope it would subtract mileage. 

Senator Stennis. Yes. 

Senator Frercuson. When you perfect the highway you take the 
curves out and the shorter routes, and so forth ¢ 

Senator Srennis. Yes. 

Senator Fercuson. And you would have probably less mileage. 

Senator Stennis. Another question, Senator Ferguson, if 1 may, 
and be very brief here: I believe that you disturb this formula, and 
you refer to the width of the highway when you want to count the 
automobiles or the gasoline, and we think of the length of it when 
we have to cross the States that don’t have a high nepeletiies 

Senator Frrcuson. There is something to that. 
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Senator Srennis. Yes; but let’s not disturb the old formula here 

for these old standbys, but get up one for yourself which presents 
a special problem. 

That would be my suggestion. 

Senator Frerevuson. Let’s get better highways. Where they need 
wider routes, let’s get wider ones. 

Senator Srennis. I want to congratulate the great economizer here, 
and sincere economizer, in seeing the needs for this additional money. 

Senator Frrcuson. Some people will have a hard time seeing how, 
with my former record on expenditures, I would advocate this, but, 
gentlemen, I really see that the highway system of America is going 
to play such a great part in the future of America that it is one thing 
to economize where you can actually save the dollar, but it is another 
thing to economize where the dollar spent will mean many more 
dollars and much more happiness. 

Senator STennis. I Say you are a sincere economizer , but you 
realize the investment needs here. 

Senator Frercuson. Yes. 

Senator Case. The Chair personally thinks the Senator made a 
pretty good point earlier in his testimony when he developed the idea 
that money spent for highways is productive of both personal and 
national income. 

Are there further questions? 

Senator Hotitanp. Agreeing with that, I want to ask the Senator 
one question which isn’t entirely critical: I notice that the Senator 
has omitted a little appropriation, annual appropriation, for the 
Rama Road, a subject we discussed before on the floor. The Senator 
wouldn’t feel too badly if the committee felt that obligation to our 
neighboring country down there should continue to be fulfilled, 
would he? 

Senator Ferauson. Well, I have some very strong ideas about the 
Rama Road, and I know they conflict with the distinguished Senator 
from Florida. I haven’t changed my mind about the particular 
Rama Road. I drove over part of it, and you will notice I put 
in some money for the Inter-American Highway ; but I really feel that 
there are places here in America that the money at would go on the 
Rama Road could be used more advants agously han on the Rama 
Road. 

I would be glad not only on the floor but off the floor again to dis- 
cuss the Rama Road with the distinguished Senator from Florida. 

Senator Hotianp. The Senator is at least consistent, but since he has 
departed from his former convictions with reference to the subject 
of roads in general, I was hoping he would show a departure in this 
particular minor field as well. 

Senator Casr. Senator Burke. 

Senator Burke. No questions. 

Senator Case. Mr. Richards. 








| 
| 
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STATEMENT OF GLENN C. RICHARDS, SUPERINTENDENT OF 
PUBLIC WORKS, DETROIT, MICH.; VICE CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE 
ON STREETS AND HIGHWAYS, AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSOCIA- 
TION 


Mr. Ricnarps. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity of ap- 
pearing again before your committee. A week ago Monday I did ap- 
year before this committee and at that time the Fer guson bill hadn’t 
Ge n brought up. 

I would like to say just a few words in favor of the Ferguson bill. 

Since 1940, when the study was made by the Bureau of Public Roads, 
showing the need for our highways in this country, particularly the 
interstate highways, we have been trying to furnish financing for 
these highways. 

In 1944 we appropriated $500 million. Since that time your traffic 
has doubled and your dollar has shrunk. So, based on your $500 mil- 
lion bill in 1944, with the shrinking of your dollar and your increase 
in your traffic, $2 billion, as I said ‘last Week, is not too much for our 
highway system. 

I think we should encourage States who are willing to go out and 
sell bonds to build their highw ays, to match their money at Te: ast, to go 
ahead with the program. 

As I stated last week, we have at least a $40 billion need in this coun- 
try. If the Federal Government is going to put up a billion dollars 
and the local authorities a billion dollars, you are going to have a 

$2 billion a year program, and that is a 20-year program. It is not fast 
enough. 

As every association has brought out to you, as all the research that 
has been made has brought out the fact, that is not fast enough. 

Now, that has been going on for some time. 

The American Municipal Association 4 years ago asked that $2 
billion be appropriated for highways, recognizing then we weren't 
meeting the obligations or the needs of the country. 

Recently research by the Automobile Manufacturers’ Association 
brought out the fact that we were losing $3 billion a year by not 
having these highways; and if that $3 billion a year could be put 
into highw ays we W ould make some impression on our program. 

I certainly want to support the Ferguson bill. 

We haven't had a meeting of our highw: ay committee of the Ameri- 
can Municipal Association since the bill came out, but I am sure they 
will back me up in supporting this bill. 

I think, as brought out this morning, maybe there are certain fea- 
tures that you, in your wisdom, will want to change in it. I think 
the overall program of the bill is right. I think we ought to have 
some measure of use rather than just “mnileage and area, and so forth. 

Population, I think, has been proven as one means of doing it. 
Registration might be another, or gas tax has been brought up, has 
been proposed, but I think that should come out of further discussion 
by the committee. 

I do think we ought to have at least $900 million for our interstate- 
highway system, w vhich is our important system, and which we all 
know should be of turnpike or limited-access highway type of con- 
struction. 
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We are never going to get a million dollars a mile for that type 
of limited-access highway which the people are willing to pay for 
by riding on toll roads. Even just a million dollars a mile, and that 
is a conservative figure, would cost $40 billion, and our 40,000 

Senator Kucuer. Could I ask a couple of questions, Senator? 

Mr. Ricuarps. That is all I have to say, Senator. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Kucuen. May I ask you this: In consideration of the sev- 
eral bills here before the committee which are different in the main 
on the amount of money desired to be authorized, do you have any 
knowledge of the position which the administration takes on the bill 
that you were testifying in favor of at this time? 

Mr. Ricwarps. The Ferguson bill? 

Senator Kucuet. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ricnarps. No, sir; I haven’t. 

Senator Kucnen. Suppose we happen to find that you were correct 
and that a $2-billion-a-year authorization were the logical approach 
and suppose that went through the Congress and the administration 
took a different view by reason of the fiscal situation and we ended 
up with nothing; what I am getting around to is this: Should we 
not, in your judgment, take into consideration the fiscal situation 
in determining how much we can generously apportion to highway 
legislation at this time? 

Mr. Ricuarps. Senator, we have taken that into consideration. 
Every act that has been considered in the last 10 years—it always 
comes up. We just cannot afford it. 

I say we cannot afford not to spend the money, and we will be spend- 
ing it whether we get it for highways or not. 

Senator Kucure:. What I mean is this: I don’t mind telling you 
I have been taken by the approach which Senator Case has sponsored, 
which provides for something over a billion dollars of authorization 
of moneys for highway construction. Certainly you would not look 
with disfavor on the Case bill, would you? 

Mr. Ricuarps. As I said last week, that is a step in the right 
direction. 

Senator Kucnen. By the same token, if we authorize $3 billion a 
year, you probably would look with more favor on that than a $2- 
billion authorization ? 

Mr. Ricuarps, I doubt that. I think $2 billion is about what we 
can program, what we can spend efficiently, economically. 

Senator Case. I would like to insert some apportionment tables in 
the record at this point. 

(The tables referred to are as follows:) 
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Senator Case. Off the record. 
(Off the record.) 
Senator Case. The Chair announces that this is the end of the hear- 
ings on the highway legislation, and the committee will meet tomorrow 
morning at 10 o’clock in executive session for the consideration of the 


bills. 
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Senator Morse. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, at 
the public hearings of our committee on the Federal-Aid Highway Act 
on March 1, 1954, I mentioned the problem of discrimination on the 
part of some States from the standpoint of State laws and regula- 
tions in respect to farm trucks, or trucks hauling farm products, that 
produce barriers to the interstate transportation of agricultural 
products by trucks. 
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Since much of this travel is on Federal-aid highways, I thought 
that the matter deserved consideration in connection with the Federal- 
aid highway bill. I presented several documents relative to the mat- 
ter, and requested that the problem be studied by the staff. The data 
has been studied as requested, and has also been discussed with the 
Bureau of Public Roads. 


PROBLEM 


Since World War II, the rapid growth of highway transportation 
has created complex problems to both the States and the motor 
carriers. The condition of the highways, the poor state of repairs, 
and the maintenance deferred during the war, also created problems 
for the high traffic volume that came on the highways after the war. 
The increase in price levels caused the States to search for more 
revenue with which to improve the highways, and to enact laws to 
protect their investment and also to protect older roads from damage. 

Highway transportation is an essential element in the national 
transport system. Any severe limitations increase operating costs 
and increase ultimate costs of products to the consumer. The western 
area of the Nation is more dependent on highway transportation than 
the rest of the country. 

The major future that produce barriers to interstate truck trans- 
portation is the nonuniformity of State laws with respect to weight, 
size, and taxes. 


WEIGHT 


The effects of weight and other factors on highway deterioration 
has been under research for several years. The problem of balancing 
costs and benefits is still in dispute, however. Considerable liberaliza- 
tion of maximum size and weight statutes has been accomplished by 
the States since 1940. These statutes are still far from uniform 
among the States and are of concern to interstate truckers. Usually 
there have been established identical weights within geographical 
areas, but there is a lack of uniformity between such areas. The 
lowest maximum weight allowances are in effect in the South, and 
the highest in the West. 

In 1941, 8 States had maximum limits of 40,000 pounds, and in 
1950, there was only 1. 

In 1941, 5 States had maximum limits of over 70,000 pounds, and 
in 1950 there were 18. 

Virginia alone requires less than 40,000 pounds, except on certain 
highways which can carry up to 50,000 pounds. When you consider 
that a large refrigerated truck weights 30,000 pounds itself, you can 
see that it is hardly economical to operate with a payload of only 20,000 
pounds. Drivers and owners have been fined up to $1,600 for exces- 


sive loads in Virginia. 


Rhode Island, West Virginia, Ohio, and Michigan can only operate 
within the State with maximum loads. 

New Mexico, Colorado, California, Nevada, Utah, and Arizona, can 
all operate interstate fully loaded. 
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LENGTH 


Before the war, State limits on length were as low as 30 feet. Since 
the war, 24 States have increased the permissive length of the trucks 
on their highways. Now 45 feet length is allowed in every State. All 
States permit 150 inches height, although there are restrictions in 
certain States. 

TAXES 


Before World War II, State taxes and fees on interstate trucks var- 
ied widely. Many States have raised their motor and gasoline taxes 
since that time (an average of 12 percent). Truck operators fear that 
this burden may eventually discourage their hauling operations. The 
average tax on each truck is about $500, and varies from $186 in Massa- 
chusetts to $1,081 in Louisiana. 

All States have a license tax fee and gasoline tax, 10 have mileage 
tax, 12 have gross revenue tax (ton-mile), and one has both mileage 
and gross revenue tax. Reciprocity of taxes and license fees between 
States is a major issue. Many of the States are now looking toward 
the highway users for additional highway revenue. 


ISSUE 


The question of regulation of trucks on the Nation’s highways is a 
serious and complex issue. This question has been the subject of con- 
siderable discussion and many studies in the past. The Highway 
Research Board, the American Association of State Highway Officials, 
and the President’s Highway Safety Council, have had committees 
working on the problem. Considerable progress has been made on the 
matter. 

Amendments to Federal-aid highway bills have been offered in 
the past. In addition, several bills on the subject have been introduced, 
but never enacted. One of these would establish a uniform system for 
truck registration, another would establish a Federal Motor Vehicle 
Commission to make uniform rules pertaining to operation, ownership, 
and control of trucks. Still another would allow motor carriers en- 
gaged in interstate and foreign commerce to appeal to the Interstate 
Commerce Commission for relief when they feel State laws have con- 
stituted a barrier to truck transportation. 

State laws in many cases have been directed to itinerant truckers, 
and have worked hardships onthem. This is usually not the case, how- 
ever, where the trucker grows the produce himself. 

The States have always objected strenuously to Federal interven- 
tion in the matter of rules and regulations over motor traffic on the 
highways within the States. The Federal courts have consistently 
upheld State regulation of such traffic if it was not discriminatory. 

I wish to add to this statement for the record of the hearings the 
letters and memoranda which caused me to raise this problem before 
the committee. 
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(The information referred to is as follows:) 
MEMORANDUM PREPARED BY THE BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS 


1. The Bureau of Public Roads has conducted through many years, researches 
bearing upon the effects of vehicular loading upon the essential design of roads 
and bridges. It has conducted extensive studies of the effects of axle loading, 
the character of tires and springs, vehicular speed and road-surface roughness 
upon the magnitude of impact forces delivered to road surfaces by the passage 
of vehicles 

In cooperation with the Asphalt Institute it has under way at Hybla Valley, 
Va., tests to determine the effects of varied magnitudes of wheel loads upon 
bituminous surfaces of varied depth laid upon granular bases of varied depth. 

The most significant work of the Bureau in the study of effects of vehicular 
size and weight has been that in which it has cooperated with groups of eastern 
State highway departments and highway research board in the conduct of 
accelerated controlled traffic tests of a concrete road in Maryland and in which 
it is now cooperating with 12 western State highway departments in similar tests 
of bituminous surfacing constructed on a special test track in Idaho. The former 
tests completed in 1951 and known as Road Test One—Maryland, and the latter 
known as the WASHO road test, constitute together the most significant re- 
searchers into the load-road relationship thus far undertaken. It is hoped to 
pursue the study of this relation further, and perhaps to a practically applicable 
conclusion in similar controlled tests now planned by a committee of the Ameri- 
can Association of State Highway Officials for eventual undertaking in Illinois 

”. The Bureau has made rather extensive study of means by which the taxa- 
tion of motor vehicles of varied sizes and weight can be rationally and equitably 
related to the cost of road maintenance engendered by the operation of such 
vehicles. 

The most scientific method for such taxation yet proposed (and the Bureau 
was the original source of the proposal) is the so-called increment method. By 
this method all vehicles regardless of their weight would be assessed a pro rata 
share of the cost of maintaining a road system designed for the accommodation 
of vehicles of the lightest class, and vehicles of that class would bear only this 
prorated share as their total tax. Vehicles of successively heavier classes would 
in each class be charged with a pro rata share of the additional cost of upbuilding 
the so-called basic road design to the strength necessary for accommodation of 
the weight of the respective weight classes. 

This method, while most equitable and scientific, requires for its applica- 
tion knowledge of the physical and cost effects of vehicular weight upon a wide 
variety of road structures which will only be available with the conclusion of 
physical tests of the character referred to under (1) above. 

The so-called weight-distance tax was proposed by the Bureau in a report 
prepared at the request of the erstwhile board of investigation and research 
and published as Interstate Trade Barriers Affecting Motor-Vehicle Transporta- 
tion, Senate Document 81, 79th Congress, page 3. 

This method consists in the assignment of a per-mile charge for the operation 
of vehicles of various weight classes and the levying of a tax on the operation 
of such vehicles computed by the multiplication of the per-mile charge by the 
reported mileage of operation within any tax period. The equity and reason- 
ableness of this type of tax depends upon the propriety of the per-mile charges 
assessed, for the appropriate determination of which there is the same lack of 
basic physical information that embarrasses application of the increment theory. 
The method, however, involving as it does a different per-mile charge of each 
weight class of vehicles varied in relation to the estimated road effects of each 
class is regarded as distinctly preferable to the straight ton-mile tax which 
would tax all vehicles, regardless of their weight or road effects at a fixed and 
uniform rate per gross ton-mile. Since the road effects of vehicles are not di- 
rectly related to gross vehicular weight, but rather to the manner and magnitude 
of weight distribution to varying members of axles, this straight ton-mile tax 
is regarded by the Bureau as one of the least scientific of the various taxing 
methods proposed or in use. 
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UMATILLA CANNING Co., 
Vilton-Freewater, Oreg., March 11, 1954. 
Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DPAR SENATOR MoRSE: The enclosed information sheet from the National High- 
way Users Conference outline one of the problems that we are faced with in 
shipping our various commodities to the Nation’s major markets. It serves to 
emphasize the importance of taking extraordinary measures to correct the 
situation. 

After leaving Washington, I had an opportunity to visit a number of shippers 
in Florida. I find that they have the same situation existing in trucking their 
commodities from Florida to the northern markets. It seems that Virginia and 
Tennessee are the big offenders. They have placed road restrictions that make 
it very difficult to maintain economical trucking operations. It might be well 
if you would talk to some of Florida’s Representatives or Senators and see how 
they would react to restricting federal aid for highways to States who are con- 
trolled by railroad lobbies. 

Realizing that our wage rates are the highest in the Nation, that our costs of 
materials such as cases, cans, labels, and so forth, are higher because of ex- 
cessive freight costs, than any place in the United States, and that our farmers 
are faced with the same high costs; I know of no single problem that so affects 
our Northwest economy as freight rates, or rather, freight costs. In not only 
vetting our commodities to market, but in procuring the material that we need 
from the East and the Midwest. I know of no greater service that you could per- 
form for the people in our Northwest, than to extend every effort toward the 
alleviation of this transportation problem. 

With kindest personal regards, 

Yours very truly, 
W.S. MILLER, General Manager. 


[From the Information Service Bulletin, National Highway Users Conference, Washington, 
Db. C., January 28, 1954] 


No RECOMMENDATIONS ANNOUNCED BY GOVERNORS’ CONFERENCE CONCERNING 
ATLANTA MEETING ON TRUCK RECIPROCITY QUESTION—FURTHER DISCUSSION 
REPORTED SET FOR MEETING LATER THIS YEAR 


The meeting of the executive committee of the Governors’ Conference, which 
convened in Atlanta, Ga., on January 23 at the call of conference chairman, 
Gov. Dan Thornton, of Colorado, has made public no recommendations con- 
cerning the controversy touched off by Ohio's refusal to enter into reciprocity 
agreements with other States with respect to its new axle-mile tax law. 

Reportedly under discussion at the closed Atlanta meeting was the resolution 
passed by representatives of Georgia, Florida, Alabama, Tennessee, Kentucky, 
Virginia, Louisiana, South Carolina, Mississippi, and North Carolina on Decem- 
ber 4, 1953. 

In part the December resolution stated, “Now therefore: Be it resolved, by the 
10-State reciprocity committee * * * that it is the * * * sense of this commit- 
tee that the reciprocity granted to the State of Ohio with respect to all trucks 
by the States here represented, should be revoked, effective March 1, 1954, pur- 
suant to immediate notice.” 

Following passage of the resolution, several other States were reported to be 
considering similar retaliatory action, and there has been indication that the 
entire national reciprocity structure as it affects commercial vehicles, might be 
affected 

A meeting of the 10-State reciprocity committee followed the meeting of the 
executive committee of the Governors’ Conference. 

In commenting to the press on the second meeting, Walter McDonald of the 
Georgia Public Service Commission, and chairman of the 10-State committee, said 
that the 10-State group’s pledge to cancel its agreements with Ohio still stood, 
‘subject to possible contrary decisions by individual governors.” 
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Mr. McDonald also is reported to have declared that there is a “good pos- 
sibility” Louisiana and South Carolina will withdraw from the 10-State rec- 
iprocity committee. North Carolina representatives are said to have indicated 
that their State’s laws may not permit cancellation of reciprocity. 

Meanwhile, Frank Bane, executive secretary of the Governors’ Conference, 
has announced that the conference executive committee has decided to call a full 
meeting to study the reciprocity question. However, no definite time nor place 
has been named. 


(Whereupon, at 10:19 a. m., the hearing was adjourned. ) 
(Additional statements received are as follows:) 


NATIONAL RuRAL ELectTric CooPpERATIVE ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., March 8, 1954. 
Mr. CHARLES N. KaPnic, 
Chief Clerk, Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
DeAR Mk. KAapnic: We would appreciate your inserting the attached statement 
into the record on bill No. S. 2982. 
Sincerely, 
CrypeE T. EL.is, 
Erecutive Manager. 


STATEMENT OF CLYDE T. ELLis, EXECUTIVE MANAGER, NATIONAL RuRAL ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


I have not had an opportunity to go into the specific details of the bill before 
the committee, but I would like to introduce into the record for study a resolution 
passed at the national annual meeting of the National Rural Electric Cooperative 
Association in San Francisco, January 1953: 

“Whereas federally directed interregional and strategic highway projects 
frequently require relocation of utility facilities, which relocation results in no 
benefits to the owner thereof, but require substantial expenditures which should 
be allocated to, and be a part of, the cost of the project: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That we recommend the enactment of legislation to authorize the 
inclusion of the costs of relocation in the road projects, and that the owners of 
such utilities be reimbursed for the net cost of removal and relocation of their 
facilities.” 

The national association of the rural electrics, as most of you know, is the 
national service organization of 900 rural electric systems in the country, systems 
which are currently serving more than 3.5 million rural consumers who, with their 
families, total in the neighborhood of 12 million people. All of these systems are 
small; they have been built by the farmers with funds supplied by the Rural 
Electrification Administration; they do not have the diverse loads of urban 
utilities and this places special financial problems in their paths at best. 

Our members have expressed themselves as believing that the relocation of 
utility facilities is not properly an expense of our small rural electric systems, 
and we hope the committee will take this into consideration in writing and 
reporting this bill, or some similar bill. Every saving we can make helps us in 
performing a job for rural people which is financially difficult to perform. 


STATE LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL, 
Oklahoma City, Okla., March 8, 1954. 
The Honorable RicHarp M. NIxon, 
President of the Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: We are transmitting herewith the resolution adopted today by the 
roads and highways committee of the State Legislative Council concerning an 
amendment to the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1952. 

Very truly yours, 
JacK A. Rnopes, Director. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Federal Highway Act recognizes the responsibility of the Federal 
Government to aid the several States in the construction of major highways; and 
Whereas safe and adequate roads and highways are of tremendous importance 
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in our program of national defense and civil defense and for the economic 
development and expansion of the Nation; and 

Whereas the Federal Government derives a material income from the collec- 
tion of taxes from highway users from the several States, such income far 
exceeding the funds appropriated by Congress for Federal aid for highways; and 

Whereas the American Association of State Highway Officials in its 1954 Fed- 
eral-aid policy has recommended the apportionment of interstate Federal aid for 
highways on a matching ratio of 75 percent from the Federal Government and 
25 percent from the States; and 

Whereas there has been introduced in the 88d Congress H. R. 7124, the same 
being an act to amend the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1952 by increasing the 
amount allocated to the States for highway purposes for the year July 1, 1954, to 
July 30, 1955, from $575 million to $825 million, and further amending the act 
with reference to the allocations provided for projects on the Federal-aid primary, 
secondary, and urban systems: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the roads and highways committee of the State Legislative Council 
of the State of Oklahoma, That it be recommended to the Congress of the United 
States and to the Oklahoma delegation therein, that H. R. 7124 be enacted into 
law ; and be it further 

Resolved, That Federal-aid funds for the interstate highway system be appor- 
tioned on the basis of the population of the States, and that no State receive less 
than three-fourths of 1 percent of the moneys so apportioned, and that the match- 
ing ratio be on a 75 percent Federal—25 percent State basis; that the sliding scale 
formula applicable to States having Federal land holdings in excess of 5 percent, 
as is now in effect with regular Federal aid, be also applicable with regard to the 
matching ratio on funds for the interstate system; and be it further 

Resolwed, That copies of this resolution be forthwith mailed to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives, the President of the Senate, and to the Oklahoma 
delegation of the 88d Congress of the United States. 

[SEAL] Roaps AND HIGHWAYS COMMITTEE, STATE LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL, 

Joe BAILEY Conps, Chairman. 
A. R. Larson, Vice Chairman, 





STATE LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL, 
Oklahoma City, Okla., March 16, 1954. 
Hon. RicHArp M. NIxon, 
President of the Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Sr: This is supplementary to, and by way of explanation of, the resolution for- 
warded to you several days ago by the roads and highways committee of the State 
Legislative Council of Oklahoma. 

The resolution urged the passage of H. R. 7124 and recommended that Federal- 
aid funds for interstate highways be apportioned on a matching ratio of 75 per- 
cent Federal, 25 percent State basis. 

In connection with this recommendation the resolution recommended that 
Federal-aid funds for the interstate highway system be apportioned on the basis 
of the population of the States. It was not the intention of this language to 
recommend the omission of the factors of area and post-road mileage now in 
effect in connection with the apportionment of such funds. 

The resolution should, therefore, be amended to recommend the apportionment 
of interstate funds in accordance with the formula now provided by law. It will, 
therefore, be appreciated if you will attach this letter to the resolution and con- 
sider the same as amended to the extent herein noted. 

Respectfully yours, 
Roaps AND HIiGHWAYs COMMITTEE, 
STATE LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL, 
Joe BaILey Cons, Chairman, 
A. R. Larason, Vice Chairman. 
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UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE CN APPROPRIATIONS, 
Vareh 11, 1954. 
Hon. Epwarp MaRTIN, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Ep: I enclose herewith a copy of a letter I have received from Mr. 
Stinson L. Taylor, executive secretary of New Hampshire Petroleum Industry 
Committee, concerning your bill S. 2982 and the House bill H. R. 8127. 

I am sure that you will be interested in the points raised by Mr. Taylor 
and I hope that you and your fellow committee members will give this problem 
your serious consideration. I should appreciate it if you would make the copy 
of Mr. Taylor’s letter a matter of record in your printed hearings. I would also 
like to talk with you about this sometime when we can get together. 

With best wishes, 

Sincerely yours, 
STYLES BripGeEs. 


Maren 11, 1954. 
Hon. STYLES BRIDGES, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR BripGes: It is a pleasure for me to set forth for you the 
views of the petroleum industry on certain features of pending Federal-aid 
highway legislation. As you know, H. R. 8127 has just been passed by the House 
of Representatives and I understand that a companion bill, S. 2982, has been 
introduced by Senator Martin by request. 

At the outset, let me say that the petroleum industry is in thorough accord 
with the intent of these bills. As a matter of plain good business policy, the in- 
dustry supports any feasible legislation which will forward highway improve- 
ment 

In section 2 of these bills, however, there is a clause which would mean an 
abandonment of the traditional Federal responsibility to contribute from its 
general revenues to the construction of general-purpose highways. In the past, 
such general revenue contributions have been made in view of the importance 
of highways to national defense, to the delivery of the mails and to commerce 
between the States 

As passed by the House, however, H. R. 8127 would tie up an important part 
of the new Federal-aid authorization to a specific tax. The new $200 million 
authorization for interstate highways would be contingent on the continued im- 
position of the Federal gasoline tax at the rate of 2 cents per gallon. 

As you know, the petroleum industry and consumers of gasoline have long 
sought the repeal of this tax on the grounds that it invades a recognized State 
tax field and because it was originally levied as a temporary, emergency tax 
in 1932—with the express promise that it would shortly be repealed. The in- 
dustry recognizes the current pressing need for revenue, however, and is not 
urging the repeal of this tax at this session of Congress. 

We do feel, however, for a great many reasons, that it would be unsound for 
the Congress to weld the Federal gasoline tax permanently to the tax structure— 
as these bills would do: 

1. Linking the Federal gasoline tax to the Federal highway program would end 
the 38-year-old Federal-aid program. It would take the “aid” out of Federal aid 
and substitute a “double tax” program under which gasoline consumers would be 
compelled to pay once for highways to the Federal Government and then to buy 
back their own tax payments with added taxes at the State level. 

Historically, there has never been any connection between the Federal gasoline 
tax and the highway program. Federal highway aid dates back as far as 1806. 
The Bureau of Public Roads was originally set up as the Office of Road Inquiry in 
1893 during Grover Cleveland’s administration. The present Federal-aid pro- 
gram was inaugurated in 1916—38 years before the first State gasoline tax and a 
full 16 years before the Federal gasoline tax. 

2. Under terms of these bills, the tax is linked only to one portion of the Fed- 
eral-aid highway authorizations—the $200 million interstate grants. This means, 
in effect, that the bills recognize the traditional Federal responsibility to support 
the primary, secondary, urban, and special highway grants up to the extent of 
$685 million but deny any such responsibility for the $200 million interstate high- 
ways which are the most important of all from a defense standpoint. This is cer- 
tainly neither logical nor consistent. 
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3. Furthermore, linkage clear:y jeopardizes the vital interstate highway pro- 
gram. If the Congress should subsequently decide either to reduce or eliminate 
the Federal gasoline tax, it would automatically eliminate the interstate highway 
grants. 

4. As a matter of fact, the entire question of the Federal gasoline tax is now 
being studied by the Commission on Intergovernmental Relations. General Frank 
Merrill, New Hampshire commissioner of highways, is serving on a special study 
group considering this very matter. While there is no way of knowing what 
recommendations this commission may make at this stage, it is quite possible that 
the continuance of the Federal gasoline tax might be involved. If, in the mean- 
time, Congress has linked the Federal highway program to this tax, it could lead 
to a great many complications. 

5. The entire question of earmarking a tax for a special purpose is foreign to 
the Federal Government's traditional fiscal planning. It is a completely new 
departure. Think of the potential complications that could ensue. Just in the 
highway field, for example, if this precedent is established, there would shortly 
be demands to link the other Federal automotive excise taxes (amounting to more 
than $1 billion yearly) to the Federal highway program. And it might not be long 
before there were demands for linking other Federal excises to specific programs. 
Linkage creates a precedent which could lead to a chaotic situation. 

6. The linkage provision in this bill is unfair to highway users, who pay about 
87 percent of the Federal gasoline tax. 

In effect, they are being asked to pay about $800 million in taxes in order to 
“earn” a $200 million authorization for interstate highways which always has 
been and should continue to be a responsibility of the general governmental 
revenues, 

7. Bad as this is, it is exceeded in unfairness from the standpoint of other 
users of gasoline—in farm machinery, in aircraft, in boats and in stationary 
engines in industry. The Federal gasoline tax applies to all use of the product 
not merely to highway use. Actually, therefore, these bills would mean that a 
New Hampshire farmer who burns gasoline in his tractor while plowing a field 
would be paying for the Federal-aid grants for national interstate highways. 
A commercial fisherman operating out of Portsmouth in the Atlantic Ocean 
might be paying for a highway in Wyoming or Texas. 

For these and other compelling reasons, organizations such as the American 
Automobile Association, the American Farm Bureau Federation, the National 
Grange, the American Association of State Highway Oflicials, the American 
Trucking Associations and the National Highway Users Conference—as well as 
many State and local organizations feel that this linkage clause in section 2 
should be stricken from these bills. 

There is one other aspect of these bills, also, which I would like to bring to 
your attention. It has to do with the requirement that the States, in order to 
receive the Federal grants, match them dollar for dollar with the exception that 
on the interstate system the Federal Government would assume 60 percent of 
the cost and the States 40 percent. 

There is good reason to believe that many States would have great difficulty 
in taking advantage of these grants unless the matching ratio is liberalized at 
least to 75-25 on the interstate system. In fact, some States are reportedly 
having difficulties in matching even the present, smaller level of Federal grants. 

If the program is substantially increased and the matching ratio not liberalized 
more than is proposed, States would be faced with 1 of 3 distasteful alternatives : 

1. To let some of their Federal-aid authorizations lapse, because of a lack of 
funds with which to match them. Certainly, this would defeat the purpose of 
the program. 

2. To cut corners on their maintenance work and on their construction programs 
off the Federal-aid system. This would mean an unbalanced roadbuilding pro- 
gram With many important improvements neglected. 

3. To raise taxes on their constituents in order to match Federal aid. Most 
States—including New Hampshire—have already increased highway user taxes 
substantially since the end of World War II. As you undoubtedly know, the 
petroleum industry in New Hampshire supported this program. But today, many 
States are at the point where they cannot further increase their own taxes 
without undue hardship on their citizens. 

There is good precedent for the 75-25 matching ratio on the interstate system. 
The Defense Highway Act of 1941, for example, provided for this matching ratio 
on strategic highways of military significance—which certainly applies to the 
interstate system. 
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If a 75-25 matching ratio were incorporated into the present bills, it would 
greatly alleviate the situation, permitting the States to take full advantage of 
the increased grants without compelling them to neglect other highway acivities 
or to increase their own taxes. The main goal—as everyone agrees—is to increase 
the level of roadbuilding as much as is practicable and this change would contri- 
bute to achieving that goal. 

I hope you will pardon the length of this letter, Senator, but I believe it is a 
matter of great importance to the people of New Hampshire and to the Nation 
as a whole that the language linking the Federal gasoline tax to the highway 
program be eliminated and that the matching ratio on the interstate system be 
liberalized, 

With best personal regards. 

Sincerely, 
STrMson L, TAYLOR, 
Evrecutive Secretary, New Hampshire Petroleum Industry Committee. 


THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington 25, D. C. March12, 1954. 
Hon. Epwarp Martin, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, United States Senate, 
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

DrarR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in reply to your requests of February 2, 
February 20, and March 5, 1954, for the views of this Department with respect 
to S. 2859, S. 2982, and S. 3069, bills to amend and supplement the Federal-Aid 
Road Act, approved July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), as amended and supplemented, 
to authorize appropriations for continuing the construction of highways, and for 
other purposes. 

The Under Secretary of Commerce for Transportation, Mr. Robert B. Murray, 
Jr., presented the views of this Department with respect to S. 2859 and S. 2982 
at hearings before your committee on February 26, 1954. Enactment of S. 2982 
was recommended, subject to an amendment of the first proviso appearing on 
page 3 relating to secondary road projects. The amendment involved substi- 
tutine the words “may discharge” for the words “shall be deemed to have dis- 
charged,” appearing in line 5; striking out the word “approved” in line 10; and 
inserting the words “approved by him” after the word “category” in line 12. 
The amendment is in accord with one contained in a letter dated March 3, 1954, 
from the Bureau of the Budget to your committee with respect to S. 2859 and 
S. 2982 

The Department wishes to emphasize again its support of the traditional 50-50 
Federal-State, matching formula for projects on the national system of inter- 
state highways, contained in section 2 of S. 2982. Increasing the Federal share, 
as proposed by S. 2859 and S. 3069, would, in the judgment of this Department, 
result in less highway construction than is possible under the 50-50 matching 
ratio. 

The Department is opposed to enactment of 8. 2859 or 8S. 3069, and recommends 
the enactment of S. 2982 with the amendment set forth above. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report to your committee, and that enactment of S. 2982, modified as 
suggested, would be in accord with the program of the President. 

If we can be of further assistance to you in this matter, please call upon us. 

Sincerely yours, 
SINCLAIR WEEKS, 
Secretary of Commerce. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE C. Koss, VICE PRESIDENT, THE ASSOCIATED GENERAL 
CONTRACTORS OF AMERICA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is George C. Koss, 
president of the Koss Construction Co., Des Moines, Iowa, which specializes in 
highway paving in the Midwest area, 

This statement is filed with the committee on behalf of the Associated General 
Contractors of America. The statement is filed because when public hearings 
were being held, most principal representatives of the association were attending 
the association’s 35th annual convention in Los Angeles, and were unable to 
appear before you. 








aches 
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The Associated General Contractors of America is the national organization 
representing more than 6,500 of the Nation’s leading general contractors. About 
half the members, either exclusively or as a part of their other work, engage in 
the construction of highways, roads, streets, bridges, tunnels, viaducts, or other 
projects relating to vehicular transportation. In most States these companies 
execute the majority of highway and related construction work. 


CONVENTION RESOLUTION 


At the association’s latest annual convention, highway contractors from all 
parts of the country gave full consideration to the needs for expanding the high- 
way construction program, and the problems of executing it. The following 
resolution was adopted on highway financing: 

“The national problems resulting from an inadequate highway system are 
receiving growing recognition by the President of the United States, the Congress 
and the public, 

“In order to carry out the needed improvements most effectively and econom- 
ically, the Associated General Contractors of America, at its 35th annual con- 
vention in Los Angeles, March 1-4, 1954, recommends that: 

“1. The Federal Government assume its proper responsibility for the Nation’s 
highway needs by increasing Federal-aid returns to the States of not less than 
$900 million annually, as recommended by the American Association of State 
Highway Officials. 

“2. The Federal-aid highway construction pregram be administered through 
present channels, and that any Federal-aid legislation, as finally enacted, em- 
phasize the necessity for accomplishing this and succeeding programs by the 
contract method, in the best interest of the public. 

“3. There should be no diversion to other purposes of tax funds collected from 
highway users by any unit of government.” 


HIGHWAY NEEDS 


This association consistently has taken the position that it is the function of 
Congress acting upon the recommendation of appropriate Federal and State 
highway Officials and other Government officials to determine the Federal high- 
way program and its size, 

As highway contractors, however, we are in a position to observe the construc- 
tion needs. As was expressed by the association’s convention resolution, annual 
Federal appropriations of approximately $900 million would provide the minimum 
necessary for a construction program to make reasonable progress in overcoming 
our highway deficiencies, We believe that this sum for annual Federal expendi- 
tures is more reasonable than expenditures in the past. 


NO DIVERSION OF FUNDS 


As we have stated in our resolution, highway contractors believe that highway 
construction needs are such that there should be no diversion to other purposes 
of funds collected from highway users by Federal, State, or local governments. 

Most of the bills before Congress now for financing the Federal-aid highway 
program come closer to preventing diversion by the Federal Government than the 
current and past authorizations. 


CONSTRUCTION BY CONTRACT 


The association in its resolution has recommended that the highway construc- 
tion program be administered through present channels. The resolution has 
pointed out the desirability that the legislation emphasize the advantages of 
performing construction work by contract. 

Experience has demonstrated repeatedly that maximum economy is achieved 
and the expenditure of public funds is safeguarded when contracts for highway 
construction are awarded to the lowest responsible bidder after public advertise- 
ment for bids. 

The Bureau of Public Roads and the State highway departments have followed 
this policy. Local units of government have been less universal in their observ- 
ance of it. We believe that Congress will wish to assure proper safeguards for 
the expenditure of public funds. 
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INDUSTRY HAS AMPLE CAPACITY 


Highway contractors of the Nation can, and do, give assurance to the Congress 
and the public that the industry has the capacity to carry out an expanded 
highway construction program promptly, efficiently, and economically. 

The highway construction industry has now, and so far as can be foreseen 
during the period covered by bills before the committee, will have ample resources 
of manpower, materials, and equipment, under the supervisory skill of expe- 
rienced and responsible contractors, to perform all of the construction required 
by this program on schedule and with increasing efficiency. 

Last year Mr. P. M. Thornton, of Hancock, Mich., appeared before the Roads 
Subcommittee of the House Public Works Committee in his capacity as chairman 
of the AGC highway contractors’ division. Both of us in our testimony told the 
committee about the capacity of the highway contracting industry, and that it 
could carry out its work with increasing efficiency. 

Mr. M. Clare Miller, of the San Ore Construction Co., McPherson, Kans., who 
was installed as the new chairman of the AGC highway contractors’ division 
at our annual convention in Los Angeles, joins with me now in giving you assur- 
ance that the industry can carry out the construction work so that the public 
will receive increasing value for its investment in highway construction. 

Constantly through industrywide work, and statewide work, by our associatiou 
and its State and local chapters, with the associations of highway officials, equip- 
ment manufacturers and distributors, and others, improvements are being made 
in design, specifications, administrative procedures, equipment, and in developing 
more highly trained personnel to carry out highway work by more efficient 
methods. 

Competition between contractors has been increasing steadily and will remain 
exceedingly keen in the future. This competition forces each contractor to be 
constantly improving his efficiency so that he can stay in business. 


CONCLUSION 


In conclusion, I wish to thank members of the committee for the opportunity 
of presenting this statement. 

On behalf of highway contractors from all parts of the country, I have re- 
ported the opinion that the proposed bills which would authorize Federal-aid 
highway expenditures of $900 million annually represent the minimum needs for 
construction of an adequate highway system. 

The highway contracting industry can, and does, give you assurance that the 
industry has more than ample capacity to execute an expanded highway con- 
struction program promptly and with increasing efficiency, so that the public 
will receive full value for its investment in highway construction. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PusLIcC Works, 
March 18, 1954. 
Hon. Epwarp Martin, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, United States Senate. 

Dear Ep: Our committee is fully aware of the necessary for the Federal 
Government to furnish funds necessary to construct roads across public and 
national-forest lands, particularly when such roads are or will be a segment 
of through highways which are necessary for accessibility and commerce. 

In the previous Highway Act funds were provided which made it possible for 
the Oklahoma Highway Commission to construct a road which will eventually 
be a part of US 59 connecting the east-central part of Oklahoma with the south- 
eastern section of the State. 

The Ouachita National Forest extends through the State of Oklahoma from 
the Arkansas line approximately 50 miles and it its widest point is not much 
more than 20 miles. In addition to US 59, US 271 likewise crosses this finger 
projection and the community of interest of various sections of Oklahoma are 
adversely affected because these highways crossing the Ouachita National Forest 
lands have not been improved. 

I am attaching hereto a letter from Mr. ©. A. Stoldt, director of the Oklahoma 
State Highway Department, making estimates for the improvement of US 59 and 
US 271 in this forest land. 
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I am in hopes that the amount of money made available for this type of road 
in the pending highway bill, under the heading of “Public lands,” will be ade- 
quate so that these two highways in Oklahoma, as well as others in the United 
States of similar nature, may be constructed. 

Sincerely yours, 
Roserr S. Kerr. 


STATE OF OKLAHOMA, DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS, 
Oklahoma City, Okla., March 1, 1954. 
Re US 271 and US 59 through Ouachita National Forest. 
Hon. Ropert S. Kerr, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C. 
(Attention of Mr. Don McBride.) 


DeAR Don: Confirming our phone conversation of this date, I submit the 
following estimates: 


US 271, 9.7 miles through Ouachita National Forest: 
Gobie ae Wieiisssssscco-eeesn6btsensacndntens Be $1, 218, 750 
NE eee aa eatseiin ebneid setees pian 120, 000 





Subtotal, grade, drain, and bridges 
Surface, asphaltic concrete 









Grand total, grade, drain, bridge, and surface__.____________ 1, 826, 25 
Highway 59, 12.785 miles through Quachita National Forest: Grade 
and drainage and bridges under contract at this time for double 

bituminous: surface) cetimates nets oasis cei scsis  dwds 549, 750 


Any efforts made toward getting allocations made in accordance with esti- 
mates above set out will certainly be appreciated by this office and all citizens 
in eastern Oklahoma. 

With kindest personal regards, 

Sincerely yours, 
C. A. Strouipt, Director. 


Sam Houston Evectric Cooperative, INC., 
Livingston, Tex., March 16, 1954. 
Senator EpWARD MARTIN, 
Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR: Sometime last year we presented a brief to the House com- 
mittee regarding the relocation of powerlines along State, Federal, and farm-to- 
market roads, outlining some of the problems encountered regarding the reloca- 
tion of lines along the above-mentioned roads. It is my understanding that the 
House committee has already reported this bill out without any recommendation 
for the payment of relocating these lines. As outlined in my letter to the House 
committee, it was pointed out if the State highway authorities in the various 
States would take a more realistic view regarding the problem of the relocation 
of these lines a large portion of this expense of relocating could be eliminated, 
thereby saving quite a bit to the rural consumers who have to pay for the 
relocating and who are already paying a portion share of these costs through 
gasoline tax and special road tax in some districts. 

I believe if the committee could see fit it could make recommendations that no 
power lines would be required to be moved or relocated that were not in actual 
construction limits of the proposed road. This would be particularly helpful on 
farm-to-market roads where the economy of constructing lines serving these 
sparsely settled areas is almost beyond the point of feasibility and in many 
instances the dirt is never disturbed from where we are required to move poles. 
In some instances our cooperative, I am reliably informed by our engineer, has 
moved poles a distance of less than 1 feet in order to comply with the 1-foot limit 
arbitrarily set up as the point where our lines should be located. 

This is further illustrated by the district engineer in one area as indicated by 
the attached letters. | would like to call your attention in particular to the order 
of the highway commission on April 3, 1928, such order and policy considered to 
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be still in effect over 20 years later, even after a bill was passed by the State 
legislature giving us the right to place our poles along State highways and county 
roads. It did not say in any instance that 1-foot would be the requirement of 
placing poles along these roads. 

We have a particular problem in the heavily timbered areas of east Texas 
where it is necessary to conserve the forest resources by not placing our poles 
further in the woods, cutting strips of timber between the highway and our 
polelines. 

If there is some way you can give us relief I am sure it would be appreciated by 
cooperatives all over this great country of ours. 

Respectively yours, 
Mitton T. Porrs, Manager. 


NOVEMBER 21, 1949. 
District OFFICE, 
State Highway Department, 
Beaumont, Tez. 
(Attention: Mr. Simmons.) 

GENTLEMAN: With reference to our telephone conversation of November 21, 
regarding the placing of poles and guys on State highway department property 
and the cutting of the timber where it interferes with the satisfactory operation 
of our line to serve rural consumers with electricity I would like for you to 
answer the following questions : 

1. At what point of State highway department property we will be allowed to 
set our poles? 

2. What is the maximum length guy that will be allowed to project on State 
highway department property? 

3. Would this be the same distance inside highway department property in 
a thickly wooded section as it would be in open prairie country ? 

4. Would the policy be the same on distance of poles from highway depart- 
ment property line on single-pole single-phase rural construction as it would be 
on multiphase crossarm-type construction? 

5. Would there be any difference in the amount of trees and size of trees to 
be cut? 

6. Would the distance located inside State highway property be the same on 
farm-to-market roads as it would be on main arterial highways? 

7. When powerlines are already located along roads and outside the construc- 
tion limit of highway department operation be required to be moved to the 
distances applied in the above paragraphs when they become farm-to-market 
roads? 

8. Were the answers to the above questions arrived at prior to or after the 
passage of the House bill 393? 

If the answer to the above question is prior to the passage of this bill I would 
like for you to answer if any plans are now underway to revise the policy as 
outlined in the above paragraphs. 

Your answers to the above questions will be deeply appreciated as I would like 
to know exactly what instructions to give our engineers in the staking of future 
lines along State highways and proposed farm-to-market roads. 

Yours truly, 
{1LTON T. Porrs, Manager, 


N 
Sam Houston ELectrIC Cooperative, INC. 





Texas HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT, 
Beaumont, Tex., November 28, 1949. 
Mr. Mitton T. Ports, 
Manager, Sam Houston Electric Cooperative, Inc., Livingston, Tex. 

Dear Mr. Potrs: This is in reply to your letter of November 21, 1949, con- 
cerning the policy of the highway department as regards the construction of 
rural electric lines on State highways and farm-to-market roads. The following 
answers are given to the questions you ask: ; 

1. It is the general policy that poles be set on a line 1 foot inside the highway 
right-of-way. 

2. No guys will be allowed closer to the highway centerline than the pole line, 
that is, guys are to be placed no closer to the highway than within 1 foot of the 
right-of-way line. 
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3. This same requirement would be in effect whether the highway department 
property. iss in a thickly wooded section or in an open prairie, country. 

4. The policy as to the placement of poles within 1 foot of the highway right- 
of-way line is the same whether it is on single-pole, single-phase rural construc- 
tion, or on multiphase crossarm-type construction. 

5. This question is not very clear; however, we assume which you mean, 
Would the same policy be in effect on farm roads and main highways con- 
cerning trees and sizes of trees to be cut. The policy is the same on both of 
these types of roads. 

6. It will be permissible that poles be places within 1 foot of the highway 
right-of-way line whether the highway be of the farm-to-market classification or 
of the straight State highway classification. 

7. Where power poles are already located along county roads, and these roads 
become farm-to-market roads, it is our policy to request that these lines be re- 
moved to within 1 foot of the new farm-to-market road right-of-way line. 

8. The above policies are the same as those which were in effect prior to the 
passage of House bill 393 which provides that powerlines may be placed along 
highway right-of-way at such points as designated by the highway department 
or county road department, whichever has control of the road in question. 

The only change in our policy concerning such matters caused by House bill 
393 is that we now allow transmission lines to occupy the highway right-of-way 
as well as distribution lines. Whereas, it was our policy prior to passage of this 
bill to allow only the placement of distribution lines along the right-of-way. 
You asked whether we plan to revise our policy as outlined in the above para- 
graphs because of the passage of this bill. Since our policy is in agreement with 
the provisions of House bill 393 we have no present plans for revising same. 

We are very hopeful that the policy outlined above will not work to your great 
inconvenience. We appreciate very much your approach to this problem and 
feel that a definite understanding along these lines will be in the best public 
interest. 

Yours very truly, 
R. E. KitiMerr, District Engineer. 


(Below are the questions asked by the Sam Houston Electric Cooperative, Inc., 
and the answers given by the Texas Highway Department, Beaumont, Tex. :) 


NOVEMBER 21, 1949. 
District OFFICE, STATE H1gHWAY DEPARTMENT, 
Beaumont, Tex. 
(Attention Mr. Simmons. ) 

GENTLEMEN: With reference to our telephone conversation of November 21 
regarding the placing of poles and guys on State highway department property 
and the cutting of timber where it interferes with the satisfactory operation of 
our lines to serve rural consumers with electricity, I would like for you to answer 
the fohlowing questions: 

Question No. 1. At what point of State highway department property we will 
be allowed to set our poles? 

Answer. It is the general policy that poles be set on a line 1 foot inside the 
highway right-of-way. 

Question No. 2. What is the maximum length guy that will be allowed to 
project on State highway department property ? 

Answer. No guys will be allowed closer to the highway centerline than the 
pole line, that is, guys are to be placed no closer to the highway than within 
1 foot of the right-of-way line. 

Question No. 3. Would this be the same distance inside highway department 
property in a thickly wooded section as it would be in open prairie country? 

Answer. This same requirement would be in effect whether the highway depart- 
ment property is in a thickly wooded section or in an open prairie country. 

Question No. 4. Would the policy be the same on distance of poles from high- 
way department property line on single-pole single-phase rural construction as 
it would be on multiphase crossarm-type construction ? 

Answer. The policy as to the placement of poles within 1 foot of the highway 
right-of-way line is the same whether it is on single-pole single-phase rural con- 
struction or on multiphase crossarm-type construction. 

Question No. 5. Would there be any difference in the amount of trees and size 
of trees to be cut? 
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Answer. This question is not very clear. However, we assume which you mean, 
Would the same policy be in effect on farm roads and main highways concern- 
ing trees and sizes of trees to be cut? The policy is the same on both of these 
types of roads. 

Question No. 6. Would the distance located inside State highway property be 
the same on farm-to-market roads as it would be on main arterial highways? 

Answer. It will be permissible that poles be placed within 1 foot of the high- 
way right-of-way line whether the highway be of the farm-to-market classifica- 
tion or of the straight State highway classification. 

Question No. 7. Where powerlines are already located along roads and outside 
the construction limit of highway department operation be required to be moved 
to the distances applied in the above paragraphs when they become farm-to- 
market roads? 

Answer. Where power poles are already located along county roads and these 
roads become farm-to-market roads, it is our policy to request that these lines 
be removed to within 1 foot of the new farm-to-market road right-of-way line. 

Question No. 8. Were the answers to the above questions arrived at prior to 
or after the passage of the House bill 393? 

Answer. The above policies are the same as those which were in effect prior 
to the passage of House bill 393 which provides that powerlines may be placed 
along highway right-of-way at such points as designated by the highway de- 
partment or county road department, whichever has control of the road in 
question. 

If the answer to the above question is prior to the passage of this bill I would 
like for you to answer if any plans are now under way to revise the policy as 
outlined in the above paragraphs. 

Answer. The only change in our policy concerning such matters caused by 
House bill No. 393 is that we now allow transmission lines to occupy the highway 
right-of-way as well as distribution lines. Whereas it was our policy prior 
to passage of this bill to allow only the placement of distribution lines along 
the right-of-way. You asked whether we plan to revise our policy as outlined 
in the above paragraphs because of the passage of this bill. Since our policy 
is in agreement with the provisions of House bill No. 393 we have no present 
plans for revising same. 

Your answers to the above questions will be deeply appreciated as I would 
like to know exactly what instructions to give our engineers in the staking of 
future lines along State highways and proposed farm-to-market roads. 

Reply. We are very hopeful that the policy outlined above will not work to 
your great inconvenience. We appreciate very much your approach to this 
problem and feel that a definite understanding along these lines will be in the 
best public interest. 

MINUTE ORDER 


Whereas the highway commission, on April 3, 1928, by minute No. 523, es- 
tablished a definite policy relative to the use of State highway rights-of-way 
by pole line and pipeline companies ; and 

Whereas, the then established policy has since been modified, in certain re- 
spects, and it now appears to the highway commission that there is a lack of 
uniformity among the district engineers in the application of the policy, and a 
need exists for a restatement and clarification of its policy; and 

Whereas the State highway department is essentially a service organization 
charged with the duty and authorized to establish, construct, maintain, repair, 
or improve a system of State highways for the use, comfort, and convenience 
of the traveling public and it is the desire of the State highway commission to 
cooperate fully with the utility companies to the extent that the citizens of Texas, 
may enjoy the full benefits of the use of telephone, electric power, and gas: now, 
therefore, it is 

Ordered by the highway commission, That the following rules and regulations 
shall govern in handling requests from utility companies to place their pole lines 
or pipelines on and along the rights-of-way of State highways: 
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TELEGRAPH AND TELEPHONE COMPANY PRIVATE LINES 


(a) Telegraph and telephone companies (not private individuals), will be per- 
iitted to place their poles and other structures on and along the rights-of-way of 
State highways at such places or positions as may not interfere with use, main 
tenance, repair, or improvement of the highway, and as may be determined by 
the district engineer. 

(b) Private telephone lines (not toll lines), will be permitted to place their 
poles upon and within the right-of-way, if no other telephone service is avail- 
able and then only at such points on or within the right-of-way as may best be 
determined by the district engineer. Should more than one individual desire to 
erect a private telephone line on or within the right-of-way, arrangements should 
be made to place their lines on the same poles. 


POWER LINES 


(2a) Power lines (high-tension lines), carrying voltage in excess of 13.2 kilo- 
volts will not be permitted to place their poles or other structures on or within 
the rights-of-way of State highways under any conditions. 

(0) Power lines (distribution lines), serving suburbs, villages, or small settle- 
ments and carrying voltage of 13.2 kilovolts or less, will be permitted to place 
their poles or other structures on or within the rights-of-way of State high 
ways, at such points or positions as may be determined by the district engineer, 
with the understanding that the power line company, at no cost to the State, will 
remove its poles or other structures from the right-of-way or to such other points 
on the right-of-way as may be determined by the district engineer, whenever the 
highway department concludes that same interfered with the use of the right- 
of-way. 

PIPELINES 


(3a) Pipelines used primarily for transporting oil, gas, or water from source 
of supply to points of storage or shipment, will not be permitted to use the rights- 
of-way of State highways under any conditions. 

(b) Pipelines (gas or water), used primarily for distribution of gas or 
water to residents of suburbs, villages, small settlements, and farmers living 
along and adjacent to State highways, will be permitted to place their lines on 
or within the rights-of-way of State highways at such points and positions as may 
be determined by the district engineer. Whenever the highway department de- 
termines that the pipelines interfere with the use, maintenance, or improvement 
of the highway, then the owner of the pipeline will remove same, without cost 
to the State, outside of the right-of-way or to such points on the right-of-way as 
may be determined by the district engineer. 


Texas ITlignway DEPARTMENT. 
Conroe, Tex, December 9, 1952. 
Project R-1417-1 F. M. Highway No. 1484, Montgomery County. 
Hon. W. S. WEISINGER, 
County Judge, Montgomery County, Conroe, Ter. 


DraAR Sir: Attached hereto is list and location of power poles owned by the 
Sam Houston Electric Co-Op and telephone peles owned by the Conroe Tele- 
phone Co. that will have to be moved in connection with the construction of the 
subject project. In addition to these poles, there are water lines and electric 
service lines near Reaves Mill that will have to be moved in order to conform 
to requirements of the new construction. 

Since this is a right-of-way requirement, it is requested that Montgomery 
County proceed with whatever action is necessary to clear the right-of-way of 
these poles and other obstructions. 


44742—54——25 
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In connection with the moving of these lines, it is requested that should these 
agencies desire to continue operating their lines on the right-of-way, they should 
make application to the district engineer for permission to do so. 

Yours very truly, 
B. W. Coorer, Resident Engineer. 


Sam Houston Evecrric Co-Op—Laist or Power PoLes To BE Movep 


Station No Station No Station No Station No. 

{—18 182—3-¢ 370—86 476—74 
32—49 186—95 393—43 480—59 
59—O5 192—70 398—25 484—59 
56—25 226—10 35—18 485—41 
683—00 240—92 142—50 495—34 
67—00 253—87 161—71 499—37 
NT—27 259—54 1§64—28 502—53 
120—47 27T5—B8 1G68—21 502—69 
170—53 279—11 171—)5 5OT—05 
176—34 295—OT 176—H6 533—76 


And any other poles not listed that are over 1 foot within our right-of-way line. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., March 18, 1954. 
Hon. Epwarp MARTIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR MartTIN: This is in reply to your request of March 5, 1954, for 
# report on S. 3069, a bill to amend and supplement the Federal-Aid Road Act, 
approved July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), as amended and supplemented, to authorize 
appropriations for continuing the construction of highways, and for other pur- 
poses. This Department, which administers the national forests, is directly 
concerned with section 4 of the bill. . 

This section would authorize appropriations of $22.5 million for each of the 
fiscal years 1956 and 1957 for forest highways with like amounts for forest- 
development roads and trails. The authorizations proposed in section 4 of 8. 
3069 are identical with those proposed in section 3 of S. 2982. In its report on 
S. 2859 and 8S. 2982 on February 26, 1954, the Department endorsed the author- 
izations for forest highways and forest development roads and trails proposed 
in section 3 of S. 2982 and recommended enactment of the section with a minor 
amendment designed to improve the safety and utility of the forest-road system 
by permitting the use of funds for the construction and maintenance of necessary 
vehicular parking areas. 

The Department likewise endorses the authorizations proposed in section 4 of 
S. 3069 but recommends that the section be amended as follows: 

Following line 3 on page 8 insert “(d) Hereafter funds available for forest 
development roads and trails shall also be available for vehicular parking areas.” 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that from the standpoint of the program of 
the President there is no objection to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
True D. Morse, Under Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Varch 19, 1954. 
The Honorable Epwarp MARTIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate. 

My Dear SENATOR MARTIN: [| refer to your letter of March 5. 1954, concerning 
S. 3069, the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954, introduced by Senator Ferguson, 
and also to my letter to you dated February 25, 1954. 

You will recall that on Wednesday, March 4, 1954, the Acting Assistant Secre- 
tary of State for Inter-American Affairs apepared before Senator Case, subcom- 
mittee chairman of the Senate Committee on Public Works, and spoke on behalf 
of the Department of State with regard to sections 5 and 6 in S. 2859 and S, 2982 
which would authorize additional sums for the Inter-American Highway and 
the Rama Road in Nicaragua. 
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At that session, Senator Case asked Mr. Woodward whether the Department of 
State agreed with the new section 5 of the House version of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act which read as follows: 

“Any unappropriated balance of the sums heretofore authorized to be appro- 
priated by sections 5 and 6 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952 (86 Stat. 
158) for the Rama Road in Nicaragua and the Inter-American Highway, respec- 
tively, for the fiscal years 1953 and 1954, shall continue to be authorized to be 
appropriated for such purposes for the fiscal years 1955 and 1956.” 

Mr. Woodward answered that the Department of State was in complete agree- 
ment adding, however, that if additional authorizations were granted for the 
Rama Road and the Inter-American Highway, they would be well received by 
the Department. 

it is noted in the bill proposed by Senator Ferguson, 8S. 5069, that $8 million a 
year for each of 2 fiscal years are proposed to be authorized only for the Inter- 
American Highway. The Department of State desires to express its concern that 
no mention is made in the bill of the authorization of funds for the Rama Road. 
It will be recalled that in the Highway Act of 1952 the Congress, after extended 
debate, authorized the appropriation of $2 million for each of 2 fiscal years for 
the Rama Road in Nicaragua. As a result of that authorization, $1 million has 
already been appropriated and is being expended. The Department of State 
strongly believes that the authorization of funds and later appropriation of 
funds for the Rama Road should continue until the road is completed. The 
United States will soon have utilized $5 million in the construction of the Rama 
Road in Nicaragua and at the present time the road leads only into the jungle of 
eastern Nicaragua. It will not begin to be completely useful, and the investment 
f United States funds will not achieve their desired purpose until the road is 
completed. This is in accord with the intent of the legislative and executive 
branches of the Government. Additional funds for the Rama Road are needed 
to complete the road. 

The Department of State hopes that the highway bill, as finally reported by 
the Senate Committee on Public Works, will include the authorization of funds 
for the Rama Road as well as for the Inter-American Highway valid for the fiscal 
vears 1955 and 1956 

In view of the fact that your committee has completed its consideration of this 
proposed legislation and expects to report next week a bill to authorize appropri- 
ations for continuing the construction of highways, this report is being submitted 
without clearance from the Bureau of the Budget. However, copies of this report 
are being transmitted to that agency today. 

Sincerely yours, 
THruSTON B. Morton, 
{ssistant Secretary 
(For the Secretary of State). 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERTOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D.C... Mareh 31, 1954. 
Hon. Enwarp MARIN 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D.C. 


My Deir Senator Martin: This responds to your request of March 5, for our 
comuments on S. 3069, a bill “To amend and supplement the Federal-Aid Road Act 
approved July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), as amended and supplemented, to author- 
ize appropriations for continuing the construction of highways, and for other 
purposes,” 

We favor the enactment of this bill so far as it affects the Department of the 
Interior. 

This Department is primarily interested in section 5 of the bill which, if en- 
acted, would authorize the appropriation of $10 million annually for fixed years 
1956 and 1957 for each of the following three purposes: (a) the construction, 
reconstruction, and improvement of roads and trails in areas administered by 
the National Park Service; (b) the construction, reconstruction, improvement 
and maintenance of parkways, authorized by acts of Congress, on lands owned 
by the United States; and (c) the construction, improvement, and maintenance 
of Indian reservation roads and bridges and roads and bridges to provide 
access to Indian reservations and Indian lands under the provisions of the act 
of May 26, 1928 (45 Stat. 750). 
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The proposed authorizations in section 5 are satisfactory to this Department. 
The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 
Sincerely yours, 
Dovuctas McKay, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


[S. 3184, 83d Cong., 2d sess. ] 


[Rept. No. 1093, Calendar No. 1092] 


A BILL To amend and supplement the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916 (39 
Stat. 355), as amended and supplemented, to authorize appropriations for continuing 
the construction of highways, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That for the purpose of carrying out the 
provisions of the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), 
and all Acts amendatory thereof and supplementary thereto, there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated the sum of $760,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957. 

The sum herein authorized for each fiscal year shall be available for expendi- 
ture as follows: 

(a) $342,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid primary highway system. 

(b) $228,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid secondary system. 

(c) $190,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid primary highway system in 
urban areas, and for projects on approved extensions of the Federal-aid sec- 
ondary system within urban areas. 

The sums authorized by this section for each fiscal year, respectively, shall 
be apportioned among the several States in the manner now provided by law 
and in accordance with the formulas set forth in section 4 of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1944, approved December 20, 1944 (58 Stat. 838). 

Any sums apportioned to any State under the provision of this section shall 
be available for expenditure in that State for two vears after the close of the 
fiscal year for which such sums are authorized, and any amount so apportioned 
remaining unexpended at the end of such period shall lapse: Provided, That 
such funds for any fiscal year shall be deemed to have been expended if a sum 
equal to the total of the sums apportioned to the State for such fiscal year is 
covered by formal agreements with the Secretary of Commerce for the improve- 
ment of specific projects as provided by this Act: Provided further, That in the 
case of those sums apportioned to any State for projects on the Federal-aid 
secondary highway system, the Secretary of Commerce may discharge his re- 
sponsibility relative to the plans, design, inspection, and construction of 
such secondary road projects by his receiving and approving a certified state- 
ment by the State highway department setting forth that the plans, design, 
and construction for such projects are in accord with the standards and pro- 
cedures of the respective States applicable to projects in this category approved 
by him in accordance with the objectives set forth in section 1 (b) of the Federal- 
Aid Highway Act of 1950, and containing satisfactory assurances that such 
projects will be maintained in accordance with existing law. 

Sec. 2. (a) For the purpose of expediting the construction, reconstruction, 
and improvement, inclusive of necessary bridges and tunnels, of the national 
system of interstate highways, including extensions thereof through urban areas, 
designated in accordance with the provisions of section 7 of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 838), there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
the additional sum of $150,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a 
like additional sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957. The sum herein 
authorized for each fiscal year shall be apportioned among the several States in 
the following manner: one-half in the ratio which the population of each State 
bears to the total population of all the States, as shown by the latest available 
Federal census: Provided, That no State shall receive less than three-fourths 
of 1 per centum of the money so proportioned ; and one-half in the manner now 
provided by law for apportionment of funds for the Federal-aid primary system : 
Provided further, That the Federal share payable on account of any project on 
the national system of interstate highways provided for by funds made available 
under the provisions of this section shall be increased to 60 per centum of the 
total cost thereof, plus a percentage of the remaining 40 per centum of such cost 
in any State containing unappropriated and unreserved public lands and non- 
taxable Indian lands, individual and tribal, exceeding 5 per centum of the total 
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area of all lands therein, equal to the percentage that the area of such lands 
in such State is of its total area. 

Any sums apportioned to any State under the provisions of this section shall 
be available for expenditure in that State for two years after the close of fiscal 
year for which such sums are authorized: Provided, That such funds shall be 
deemed to be expended upon execution of formal agreements with the Secretary 
of Commerce for the improvement of specific projects under this section. 

(c) Any amount apportioned to the States under the provisions of this sec- 
tion unexpended at the end of the period during which it is available for expen- 
diture under the terms of subsection (b) of this section shall lapse. 

Sec. 3. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 23 of the Fed- 
eral Highway Act (42 Stat. 218), as amended and supplemented, there is here- 
by authorized to be appropriated (1) for forest highways the sum of $25,000,- 
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1957; and (2) for forest development roads and trails the sum 
of $25,000,000 for the fiscal vear ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1957: Provided, That with respect to any pro- 
posed construction or reconstruction of a timber access road, advisory public 
hearings shall be held at a place convenient or adjacent to the area of construc- 
tion or reconstruction with notice and reasonable opportunity for interested 
persons to present their views as to the practicability and feasibility of such 
construction or reconstruction: Provided further, That hereafter funds available 
for forest development roads and trails shall also be available for vehicular park- 
ing areas: Provided further, That the appropriation herein authorized for forest 
highways shall be apportioned by the Secretary of Commerce for expenditure in 
the several States, Alaska, and Puerto Rico in accordance with the provision of 
section 3 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950. 

Sec. 4. (a) For the construction, reconstruction, and improvement of roads 
and trails, inclusive of necessary bridges, in national parks, monuments, and 
other areas administered by the National Park Service, including areas author- 
ized to be established as national parks and monuments, and national park and 
monument approach roads authorized by the Act of January 31, 1981 (46 Stat. 
1053), as amended, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of 
$12,500,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1957. 

(b) For the construction, reconstruction, and improvement of parkways, au- 
thorized by Acts of Congress, on lands to which title is vested in the United 
States, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $12,500,000 for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1957. 

(c) For the construction, improvement, and maintenance of Indian reserva- 
tion roads and bridges and roads and bridges to provide access to Indian reserva- 
tions and Indian lands under the provisions of the Act approved May 26, 1928 
(45 Stat. 750), there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $12,500,- 
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1957: Provided, That the location, type, and design of all roads 
and bridges constructed shall be approved by the Secretary of Commerce before 
any expenditures are made thereon, and all such construction shall be under the 
general supervision of the Secretary of Commerce. 

Sec. 5. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 10 of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 785), there is hereby authorized to 
be appropriated for the survey, construction, reconstruction, and maintenance 
of main roads through unappropriated or unreserved public lands, nontaxable 
Indian lands, or other Federal reservations the sum of $2,500,000 for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, 
to remain available until expended. 

Sec. 6. Any funds heretofore, herein, or hereafter authorized for forest high- 
ways, forest development roads and trails, park roads and trails, parkways, In- 
dian roads, and public lands highways shall be immediately available for con- 
tract: Provided, That any amount remaining unexpended two years after the 
close of the fiscal year for which authorized shall lapse. The Secretary of the 
Department charged with the administration of such funds is hereby granted 
authority to incur obligations, approve projects, and enter into contracts under 
such authorizations and his action in doing so shall be deemed a contractual ob- 
ligation of the Federal Government for the payment of the cost thereof and such 
funds shall be deemed to have been expended when so obligated. 
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Sec. 7. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 1 of the Act 
entitled “An Act to provide for cooperation With Central American Republics in 
the construction of the Inter-American Highway,” approved December 26, 1941 
(55 Stat. 860), as amended by section 11 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1950, approved September 7, 1950 (64 Stat. 785), there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated, in addition to the sums heretofore authorized, the sum of $8,000,- 
0) for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and a like sum for each fiscal year 
thereafter up to and including the fiscal year ending June 30, 1959, to be avail- 
able until expended, to enable the United States to cooperate with the Govern- 
ments of the American Republics situated in Central America—that is, with the 
Governments of the Republics of Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, 
Nicaragua, and Panama—in the survey and completion of construction of the 
Inter-American Highway within the borders of the aforesaid Republics, respec 
tivel) Not to exceed one-third of the appropriation authorized for each fiscal 
year may be expended without requiring the country or countries in which such 
sums may be expended to match any part thereof, if the Secretary of State shall 
find that the cost of constructing said highway in such country or countries 
vill be beyond their reasonable capacity to bear. 

Sec. 8 For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 5 of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952 (66 Stat. 158), there is hereby authorized 
to be appropriated to the Department of State, in addition to the sums hereto- 
fore authorized, the sum of $2,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, 
and a like sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, to be available until 
expended, for completing the United States obligation under the applicable 
agreement with the Republic of Nicaragua: Provided, That the survey and con- 
struction work authorized by the said section 5 shall be under the general super- 
vision of the Secretary of Commerce. 

Sec. & (a) The Secretary of Commerce is authorized in his discretion to 
engage in research on all phases of highway construction, reconstruction, modern- 
ization, development, design, maintenance, safety, financing, and traflic con- 
ditions, including the effect thereon of State laws, and is authorized to test, 
develop, or assist in the testing and developing of any material, invention, pat- 
ented article, or process. The Secretary may carry out the authority granted 
hereby, either independently, or in cooperation with any other branch of the 
Government, State agency, authority, association, institution, corporation ( profit 
or nonprofit), or any other organization, or person. The funds required to carry 
out the provisions of this subsection shall be taken out of the administrative and 
research funds authorized by section 21 of the Federal Highway Act (42 Stat. 
212), as amended. The provisions of section 3709 of the Revised Statutes (41 
U.S. C.. see. 5) shali not be applicable to contracts or agreements made under 
the authority of this subsection. 

(b) The Secretary shall include in the highway research program herein au- 
thorized studies of desirable weight and size standards for vehicles using the 
public highways and of the feasibility of uniformity in State regulations with 
respect to such standards, and he shal! report from time to time to the Com- 
mittees on Public Works of the Senate and of the House of Representatives 
on the progress and findings with respect to such studies. 

See. 10. The Commissioner of Public Roads is hereby directed to make a study 
in cooperation with the State highway departments and other parties in interest 
relative to the problems posed by necessary relocation and reconstruction of 
public utilities services resulting from highway improvements authorized under 
this Act. Among other things, such a study shall include a review and financial 
analysis of existing relationships between the State highway departments and 
affected utilities of all types, and a review of the various State statutes regulat- 
ing existing relationships, to the end that a full and informative report may be 
made to the President for transmittal to the Congress of the United States not 
later than February 1, 1955. 

Sec. 11. The Secretary of Commerce is authorized and directed to transmit 
to the Committees on Public Works of the Senate and of the House of Repre- 
sentatives not later than December 31, 1954, a suggested draft of a bill or bills 
for a Federal Highway Act, which will include such provisions of existing law, 
and such changed or new provisions as the Secretary deems advisable. The 
Secretary shall also submit a report commenting on the draft of bill or bills, 
which shall include specific reference to each change in, or omission of, any 
provision of existing law. 

Sec. 12. The Commissioner of Public Roads is authorized and directed to 
make a comprehensive study of all phases of highway financing, including a 
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study of the progress and feasibility of toll roads with particular attention 
to the possible effects of such toll roads upon the Federal-aid highway programs, 
and coordination thereof, and to make a report of his findings including recom- 
mendations with respect to Federal participation in toll roads, to be submitted 
to the Congress not later than February 1, 1955: Provided, That not to exceed 
$100,000 from funds available for administrative expenses shall be expended 
for the purposes of this section. 

Sec. 13. At any time that the President may determine that the level of 
national employment is such as to warrant an increase in the volume of high- 
way construction, he is hereby authorized to advance the effective dates of any 
authorizations in this Act, except the authorizations in sections 7 and 8, to a date 
not more than one year earlier than the dates which would otherwise become 
effective. 

Sec. 14. For the purposes of expediting the interstate planning and coordina- 
tion of a continuous Great River Road and appurtenances thereto traversing 
the Mississippi Valley from Canada to the Gulf of Mexico in general conform- 
ity with the provisions of the Federal Aid Road Act of July 11, 1916, as amended 
and supplemented, and with the recommended plan set forth in the joint report 
submitted to the Congress November 28, 1951, by the Secretaries of Commerce 
and Interior pursuant to the Act of August 24, 1949 (Public Law 262, Eighty- 
first Congress), there is hereby authorized to be expended by the Secretary of 
Commerce from general administrative funds not to exceed $100,000; the amount 
expended under this section shall be apportioned among the ten States bordering 
the Mississippi River in proportion to the amount allocated by these respective 
States for the improvement and extension of existing sections of this highway 
project as approved by the Secretary of Commerce in cooperation with other 
public agencies concerned therewith. 

Sec. 15. The term “highway”, as defined in section 2 of the Federal Highway 
Act of November 9, 1921 (42 Stat. 212), as amended and supplemented, shall be 
deemed to include “tunnels’’. 

Sec. 16. The Secretary of Commerce may approve as a part of the Federal-aid 
secondary system, extensions through urban areas, connecting points on that 
system, provided that Federal participation in projects on such extensions shall 
be limited to urban funds. 

Sec. 17. (a) Highway construction work performed in pursuance of agreements 
between the Secretary of Commerce and any State highway department which 
requires approval by the Secretary of Commerce and which is financed in whole 
or in part by funds authorized under this or succeeding Acts, shall be performed 
by contract awarded by competitive bidding under such procedures as may by 
regulations be prescribed by the Secretary of Commerce, unless the Secretary 
of Commerce shall affirmatively find that, under the circumstances relating to 
a given project, some other method is in the public interest. All such findings 
shall be reported promptly in writing to the Committees on Public Works of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives. 

(b) In any ease in which approval by the Secretary of Commerce of any 
eontract for such highway construction work is required, the Secretary shall 
require as a condition precedent to such approval a sworn statement executed 
by, or on behalf of, the person, firm, association, or corporation to whom such 
contract is to be awarded, certifying that such person, firm, association, or corpo- 
ration has not, either directly or indirectly, entered into any agreement, partici- 
pated in any collusion, or otherwise taken any action in restraint of free competi- 
tive bidding in connection with such contract. 

Sec. 18. Section 1020 of title 18 of the United States Code is amended to read 
as follows: 

“§ 1020. Highway projects 

“Whoever, being an officer, agent, or emplovee of the United States, or of any 
State or Territory, or whoever, whether a person, assoication, firm, or corpora- 
tion, knowingly makes any false statement, false representation, or false report 
as to the character, quality, quantity, or cost of the material used or to be used, 
or the quantity or quality of the work performed or to be performed, or the costs 
thereof in connection with the submission of plans, maps, specifications, con- 
tracts, or cost of construction of any highway or related project submitted for 
approval to the Secretary of Commerce; or 

“Whoever knowingly makes any false statement, false representation, false 
report, or false claim with respect to the character, quality, quantity, or cost of 
any work performed or to be performed, or materials furnished or to be furnished, 
in connection with the construction of any highway or related project approved 
by the Secretary of Commerce; or 
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“Whoever knowingly makes any false statement or false representation as to a 
material fact in any statement, certificate, or report submitted pursuant to the 
provisions of the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), 
as amended and supplemented, 

“Shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than five years, 
or both.” 

Sec. 19. All provisions of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, approved 
December 20, 1944 (58 Stat. 83S): the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1948, 
approved June 29, 1948 (62 Stat. 1105); and the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1950, approved September 7, 1950 (64 Stat. 785); and the Federal-Air Highway 
Act of 1952, approved June 25, 1952 (66 Stat. 158), not inconsistent with this 
Act shall remain in full force and effect. 

Sec. 20. If any section, subsection, or other provision of this Act or the appli- 
cation thereof to any person or Circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of 
this Act and the application of such section, subsection, or other provision to 
other persons or circumstances shall not be affected thereby. 

Src, 21. All Acts or parts of Acts in any way inconsistent with the provisions 
of this Act are hereby repealed, and this Act shall take effect on its passage. 

Sec. 22. This Act may be cited as the “Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954”. 


[H. R. 8127, 83d Cong., 2d sess. ] 


AN ACT To amend and supplement the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916 (39 


Stat. 355), as amended and supplemented, to authorize appropriations for continuing 
the construction of highways, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, for the purpose of carrying out the 
provisions of the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), 
and all Acts amendatory thereof and supplementary thereto, there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated the sum of $600,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957. 

The sum herein authorized for each fiscal year shall be available for expendi- 
ture as follows: 

(a) $270,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid primary highway system. 

(b) $180,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid secondary highway system. 

(c) $150,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid primary highway system in 
urban areas, and for projects on approved extensions of the Federal-aid secondary 
system within urban areas. 

The sums authorized by this section for each fiscal year, respectively, shall 
be apportioned among the several States in the manner now provided by law 
and in accordance with the formulas set forth in section 4 of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1944, approved December 20, 1944 (58 Stat. 838). 

Any sums apportioned to any State under the provision of this section shall 
be available for expenditure in that State for two years after the close of the 
fiscal year for which such sums are authorized, and any amount so apportioned 
remaining unexpended at the end of such period shall lapse: Provided, That such 
funds for any fiscal year shall be deemed to have been expended if a sum equal 
to the total of the sums apportioned to the State for such fiscal year is covered 
by formal agreements with the Secretary of Commerce for the improvement of 
specific projects as provided by this Act: Provided further, That in the case of 
those sums apportioned to any State for projects on the Federal-aid secondary 
highway system, the Secretary of Commerce may discharge his responsibility 
relative to the plans, design, inspection, and construction of such secondary 
road projects upon his receipt and approval of a certified statement by the State 
highway department setting forth that the plans, design, and construction for 
such projects are in accord with the standards and procedures of the respective 
States applicable to projects in this category approved by him: Provided further, 
That not more than 25 per centum of the amount apportioned to each State under 
subparagraphs (a), (b), or (c) of this section may be transferred from the ap- 
portionment under one subparagraph to the apportionment under either of the 
other subparagraphs: Provided further, That such transfer is requested by the 
State highway department and is approved by the Secretary of Commerce as 
being in the public interest: Provided further, That the total of such transfers 
shall not increase the original apportionment under any subparagraph by more 
than 25 per centum: Provided further, That the transfers hereinabove permitted 
for funds authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1956, 
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and June 30, 1957, shall likewise be permitted on the same basis for funds here- 
tofore or hereafter authorized to be appropriated for any prior or subsequent 
fiscal year: And provided further, That nothing herein contained shall be deemed 
to alter or impair the authority contained in the last proviso to subparagraph 
(b) of section 3 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944. 

Sec. 2. (a) For the purpose of expediting the construction, reconstruction, and 
improvement, inclusive of necessary bridges and tunnels, of the national system 
of interstate highways, including extensions thereof through urban areas, desig- 
nated in accordance with the provisions of section 7 of the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 838), there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the 
additional sum of $200,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like 
additional sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957. The sum herein author- 
ized for each fiscal year shall be apportioned among the several States in the 
following manner: one-half in the ratio which the population of each State bears 
to the total population of all the States, as shown by the latest available Federal 
census: Provided, That no State shall receive less than three-fourths of 1 per 
centum of the money so apportioned; and one-half in the manner now provided 
by law for apportionment of funds for the Federal-aid primary system : Provided 
further, That the Federal share payable on account of any project on the national 
system of interstate highways provided for by funds made available under the 
provisions of this section shall be increased to 60 per centum of the total cost 
thereof, plus a percentage of the remaining 40 per centum of such cost in any 
State containing unappropriated and unreserved public lands and nontaxable 
Indian lands, individual and tribal, exceeding 5 per centum of the total area of 
all lands therein, equal to the percentage that the area of such lands in such 
State is of its total area: Provided further, That the Secretary of Commerce 
shall not apportion to the States the sum authorized by this section for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1956, unless a Federal excise tax on gasoline in the amount 
of not less than 2 cents per gallon is in effect on September 30, 1954; and the 
Secretary of Commerce shall not apportion to the States the sum authorized by 
this section for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, unless a Federal excise tax 
on gasoline in the amount of not less than 2 cents per gallon is in effect on Sep- 
tember 30, 1955. 

b) Any sums apportioned to any State under the provisions of this section 
shall be available for expenditure in that State for two years after the close of 
fiscal year for which such sums are authorized: Provided, That such funds shall 
be deemed to be expended upon execution of formal agreements with the Secre- 
tary of Commerce for the improvement of specific projects under this section. 

(c) Any amount apportioned to the States under the provisions of this section 
unexpended at the end of the period during which it is available for expenditure 
under the terms of subsection (b) of this section shall lapse. 

Sec. 3. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 23 of the 
Federal Highway Act (42 Stat. 218), as amended and supplemented, there is 
hereby authorized to be appropriated (1) for forest highways the sum of $22,500,- 
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1957: Provided, That the authorization in section 3 of the Fed- 
eral-Aid Highway Act of 1952 for forest highways for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1955, is hereby canceled; and (2) for forest development roads and trails 
the sum of $22,500,000 for the fiscal year ending June’ 30, 1956, and a like sum for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957: Provided, That with respect to any proposed 
construction or reconstruction of a timber access road, advisory public hearings 
shall be held at a place convenient or adjacent to the area of construction or 
reconstruction with notice and reasonable opportunity for interested persons to 
present their views as to the practicability and feasibility of such construction 
or reconstruction: Provided further, That hereafter funds available for forest 
development roads and trails shall also be available for vehicular parking areas: 
Provided further, That the appropriation herein authorized for forest highways 
shall be apportioned by the Secretary of Commerce for expenditure in the several 
States, Alaska, and Puerto Rico in accordance with the provision of section 3 
of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950. 

Sec. 4. (a) For the construction, reconstruction, and improvement of roads 
and trails, inclusive of necessary bridges, in national parks, monuments, and 
other areas administered by the National Park Service, including areas author- 
ized to be established as national parks and monuments, and national park 
and monument approach roads authorized by the Act of January 31, 1931 (46 
Stat. 1053), as amended, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum 
of $10,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1957. 
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(b) For the construction, reconstruction, and improvement of parkways, 
authorized by Acts of Congress, on lands to which title is vested in the United 
States, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $10,000,000 for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1957. 

(c) For the construction, improvement, and maintenance of Indian reserva- 
tion roads and bridges and roads and bridges to provide access to Indian reser- 
vations and Indian lands under the provisions of the Act approved May 26, 1928 
(45 Stat. 750), there is hereby authoried to be appropriated the sum of $10,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1957: Provided, That the location, type and design of all roads 
and bridges constructed shall be approved by the Secretary of Commerce before 
any expenditures are made thereon, and all such construction shall be under 
the genral supervision of the Secretary of Commerce. 

Sec, 5. Any unappropriated balance of the sums heretofore authorized to be 
appropriated by sections 5 and 6 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952 (66 
Stat. 158), for the Rama Road in Nicaragua and the Inter-American Highway, 
respectively, for the fiscal years 1953 and 1954, shall continue to be authorized 
to be appropriated for such purposes for the fiscal years 1955 and 1956. 

Sec. 6. All provisions of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, approved 
December 20, 1944 (58 Stat. S38); the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1948, 
approved June 29, 1948 (62 Stat. 1105); and the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1950, approved September 7, 1850 (64 Stat. 785); and the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1952, approved June 25, 1952 (66 Stat. 158), not inconsistent with this 
Act, shall remain in full force and effect 


Sec. 7. If any section, subsection, or other provision of this Act or the applica 
ion thereof to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of this 
Act and the application of such section, subsection, or other provision to other 


persons or circumstances shall not be affected thereby 

Sec. 8. All Acts or parts of Acts in any way inconsistent with the provisions of 
this Act are hereby repealed, and this Act shall take effect on its passage. 

Sec. The Secretary of Commerce is hereby directed to make a study in 
cooperation with the State highway departments and other parties in interest 
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10. The term “highway”, as defined in section 2 of the Federal Highway 
Act of November 9, 1921 (42 Stat. 212), as amended and supplemented, shall be 
deemed to include “tunnels” 

Sec. 11. The Secretary of Commerce may approve as a part of the Federal-aid 
secondary system, extensions through urban areas, connecting points on that sys- 
tem, provided that Federal participation in projects on such extensions shall be 
limited to urban funds 

Sec. 12. For the purpose of expediting the interstate planning and coordination 
rT" River Road and appurtenances thereto traversing the 
Mississippi Valley from Canada to the Gulf of Mexico in general conformity with 
the provisions of the Federal Aid Road Act of July 11, 1916, as amended and 
supplemented, and with the recommended plan set forth in the joint report sub- 
mitted to the Congress November 28, 1951, by the Secretaries of Commerce and 
Interior pursuant to the Act of August 24, 1949 (Public Law 262, Eighty-first 
Congress), there is hereby authorized to be expended by the Secretary of Com- 
merce from general administrative funds not to exceed $250,000: the amount 
expended under this section shall be apportioned among the ten States bordering 
the Mississippi River in proportion to the amount allocated by these respective 
States for the improvement and extension of existing sections of this highway 
project as approved by the Secretary of Commerce in cooperation with other 
public agencies concerned therewith. 

Sec. 13. This Act may be cited as the “Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954’. 

Passed the House of Representatives March 8, 1954. 
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